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ABSTRACT 
Enrollment Management Structures and Activities 
at Four Year Institutions of Higher Education 
February 1987 
Charles R. Pollock, B.A., Mount Union College 
M.S., Miami University, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor William C. Wolf, Jr. 
Since American higher education has been a growth industry, few 
colleges have been concerned with attracting and maintaining students. 
The emphasis is now switching from expansion to the realization that 
many colleges will experience difficulty maintaining the quantity or 
quality of their student bodies during the next decade. This is due 
to changing demographics. If one uses 1978 as a base year, there will 
be a 23% decline in the number of 18-24 year olds by 1997. 
Enrollment management (EM) is emerging as a new element of higher 
education. It emphasizes the integration and coordination of the 
offices and activities which have a direct impact on recruiting and 
maintaining students. It stresses that an institution can undertake 
actions which will influence their enrollment. 
Specific aspects of EM were studied within four year institutions. 
A survey research design was utilized involving a national, random 
sample of institutions (228 colleges participated). Representatives 
from institutions which have an EM program were interviewed afterward 
to clarify and enhance the survey data. EM programs currently exist 
at about 60% of the colleges and half of the programs were started 
V 
since the 1983-84 year. Of the institutions which do not have an EM 
program, 73% anticipate the adoption of one within five years. 
Eleven indices were constructed from survey items used and 
institutions were compared on several variables. The indices reflected 
opinions and measured proactive activities regarding recruiting, 
retention, research, coordination, and concern. Institutions which 
have an EM program scored higher on every index, and the differences 
were statistically significant at the .05 level. 
The research suggested there is no ideal EM program appropriate 
for every campus (a highly structured program is considered more 
effective than a committee approach); and financial resources is viewed 
as the primary obstacle to implementation of EM. Since only 18% believe 
that their 1994 full-time undergraduate enrollment will be more that 
5% below their 1984 figure, and one-third expect increases of more 
than 5%; an ostrich syndrome may have been uncovered by the investigator 
which merits attention. 
vi 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
ABSTRACT . 
LIST OF TABLES.ix 
CHAPTER 
I. INTRODUCTION . 1 
The Problem. 1 
Purposes and Objectives . 4 
Significance of the Research  6 
Delimitations  6 
Terminology . 7 
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE. 9 
Historical Perspective . 
The Future . 
Competition from Employers and the 
Military  
Demographics  
Components of Enrollment Management 
Admissions and Marketing • 
Student Retention . 
Enrollment Management  
The Marketing Committee . 
The Director of Enrollment Management 
The Matrix System  
The Enrollment Management Division 
Summary . 
9 
12 
13 
15 
24 
25 
32 
41 
45 
46 
47 
49 
50 
III. RESEARCH DESIGN, METHODOLOGY, AND PROCEDURES 
Description of the Sample • 
Random Sample - Phase One 
Special Sample - Phase Two . 
Interview Sample - Phase Three 
Instrumentation 
Additional Data 
Data Collection 
Data Analysis . 
53 
53 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
61 
vii 
IV. PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA . . 64 
Introduction . 
Characteristics of the Sample .... 
Analysis of Selected Survey Items 
Comparison of Institutions Which Have and 
Do Not Have Enrollment Management 
Programs  
Introduction . 
Recruiting Activities . 
Retention Activities  
Research and Planning Activities . 
Total Activity Score . 
Recruiting Opinion  
Retention Opinion  
Research Opinion  
Concern Opinion . 
Coordination Opinion  
Total Opinion Score  
Grand Total Score  
Summary  
Is Enrollment Management the Most Important 
Factor for the Differences in the 
Eleven Indices? . 
Information Obtained from Interviews 
Summary . 
Hypotheses Testing . 
General Information  
64 
65 
82 
103 
103 
106 
110 
113 
117 
120 
124 
127 
130 
133 
136 
139 
142 
143 
148 
152 
153 
156 
V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 159 
APPENDIX 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 
K. 
168 
174 
175 
182 
183 
184 
193 
196 
200 
222 
236 
BIBLIOGRAPHY . 
241 
LIST OF TABLES 
1. Number of College and Universities by 
Enrollment in the Fall 1984 . 13 
2. Population, Age 18 (in 1000). 16 
3. Negative Campus Characteristics . 36 
4. Positive Campus Characteristics  36 
5. Programs Cited by 947 Institutions to 
Improve Retention . 39 
6. Survey Response Rates  61 
7. Institutional Location  66 
8. Campus Environment 
9. 1984 Full-time, Undergraduate 
Grouped Data . 
Enrollment 
10. Applications for the 1984 Freshman Class 
11. 1984 Freshman Class 
12. States Included in Each Region . 
13. Institutions Grouped by Region of the Country . 
14. Classification of Institutions According to 
Barron's Admissions Selectivity Scale . 
15. Classification of Institutions According to 
Grouped Admissions Selectivity • 
16. Percentage Change in Total Full-time 
Undergraduate Enrollment from Fall 
1980 to Fall 1984 . 
17. Chi Square Analysis on Change of Full-time 
Undergraduate Enrollment During the 
1980 - 1984 Period for Institutions 
Grouped by Type of Institution . 
66 
67 
67 
67 
69 
69 
70 
70 
72 
73 
ix 
18. Chi Square Analysis on Change of Full-time 
Undergraduate Enrollment During the 
1980 - 1984 Period for Institutions 
Grouped by Size of Institution.74 
19. Chi Square Analysis on Change of Full-time 
Undergraduate Enrollment During the 
1980 - 1984 Period for Institutions 
Grouped by Campus Environment . 75 
20. Percentage of 1984 Freshman Applicants Who 
Were Accepted.77 
21. Percentage Difference in Acceptance Rates 
Between 1984 and 1980  79 
22. Percentage of Accepted Students Who Enrolled - 
Fall 1984 . 80 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31 . 
32. 
Difference in the Percentage of Accepted 
Students Who Enrolled - 1980 to 1984 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by 
Institutional Type . 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by 
Admissions Selectivity  
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by 
Region of the Country . 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by 
Size. 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by 
Change in Full- time Undergraduate 
Enrollment for 1980 to 1984 . 
Academic Years When Enrollment Management 
Programs Were Established . 
Effectiveness of Enrollment Management Programs 
Obstacles to Enrollment Management Efforts . 
bstacles to Enrollment Management Efforts - 
Grouped by Institutions Which Gained or 
Lost More Full-time Undergraduate Students 
Than the Median During the 1980-1984 Period 
81 
84 
86 
86 
86 
87 
90 
91 
92 
94 
x 
33. Obstacles to Enrollment Management Efforts 
Grouped by Presence of Enrollment 
Management Program . 95 
34. Retention Percentages for the Freshman to 
the Sophomore Year.96 
35. Percentage of Students Who Graduate in Four Years 96 
36. Percentage of Students Who Graduate in Five Years 97 
37. Institutional Predictions on the Change in 
Their Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment 
Between 1984 and 1994 . 98 
38. Institutional Predictions on their Change in 
Their Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment 
Between 1984 and 1994: Grouped by Region . 
39. Institutional Predictions on their Change in 
Their Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment 
Between 1984 and 1994: Grouped by Size 
of Institution . 
40. Institutional Predictions on their Change in 
Their Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment 
Between 1984 and 1994: Grouped by 
Admissions Selectivity . 
41. Institutional Predictions on the Change in 
Their Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment 
Between 1984 and 1994: Grouped by 
Institutional Type . 
42. Institutional Projections for Enrollments 
43. The Number of Times There Were Statistically 
Significant Differences for Sample 
Groupings on Eleven Score Indices 
44. Mean Scores for Recruiting Activities . • 
45. Significant T Tests for Recruiting Activities 
Score . 
46 . Chi Square Analysis on 
Score by Presence 
Management Program 
Recruiting Activities 
of an Enrollment 
47. Mean Scores for Retention Activities . 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
105 
108 
109 
109 
112 
xi 
112 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51 . 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61 . 
62. 
63. 
64 . 
65. 
Significant T Tests for Retention Activities 
Score . 
Chi Square Analysis on Retention Activities 
Score by Presence of an Enrollment 
Management Program . 113 
Chi Square Analysis on Research and Planning 
Activities Score by Enrollment Management 
Str ucture.115 
Mean Scores for Research and Planning Activities . 116 
Significant T Tests for Research and Planning 
Activities Score . 116 
Mean Scores for Total Activities Score .... 118 
Chi Square Analysis on Total Activities Score 
by Presence of Enrollment Management 
Program.119 
Significant T Tests for Total Activities Score . 119 
Mean Scores for Recruiting Opinion Items . . . 122 
Chi Square Analysis on Recruiting Opinion 
Score by Presence of Enrollment Management 
Program . 
Significant T Tests for Recruitment Opinion Score 
Mean Scores for Retention Opinion Items . 
Significant T Tests for Retention Opinion Score 
Chi Square Analysis on Retention Opinion Score 
by Presence of an Enrollment Management 
Program . 
Mean Scores for Research Opinion Items 
Chi Square Analysis on Research Opinion Score 
by Presence of Enrollment Management 
Program . 
Significant T Tests for Research Opinion Score 
Mean Scores for Concern Opinion Items . • • 
123 
123 
125 
126 
126 
128 
129 
129 
131 
XI 1 
66. Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score 
by Presence of Enrollment Management 
Pr gr .. 
67. Significant T Tests for Concern Opinion Score . . 132 
68. Mean Scores for Coordination Opinion Items . . . 134 
69. Chi Square Analysis on Coordination Opinion 
Score by Presence of Enrollment Management 
Progra .135 
70. Significant T Tests for Coordination Opinion Score 135 
71. Mean Scores for Total Opinion Items . 
72. Chi Square Analysis on Total Opinion Score 
by Presence of Enrollment Management Program 
73. Significant T Tests for Total Opinion Score 
74. Mean Scores for Grand Total Score . 
75. Chi Square Analysis on Grand Total Score by 
Presence of Enrollment Management Program 
76. Significant T Tests for Grand Total Score 
77. Indices for Which the Chi Square Analyses were 
Significant at the .05 Level . 
78. Indices for Which the T Tests were Significant 
at the .05 Level  
79. T Tests for High Competitive Institutions on 
Presence of Enrollment Management Program 
80. T Tests for Independent Institutions on Presence 
of Enrollment Management Program 
137 
138 
138 
140 
141 
141 
142 
143 
145 
146 
81. Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis on 
Eleven Indices . 
82. Summary of the Projected High School Graduates 
for 1981-2000  
83. Projected High School Graduates 1981-2000: 
Northeast Region . 
84. Projected High School Graduates 1981-2000: 
Northcentral Region  
148 
169 
170 
171 
xi i i 
85. Projected High School Graduates 1981-2000: 
Southeast-Southcentral Region .... 
. 172 
86. Projected High School Graduates 1981-2000: 
Western Region . 
. 173 
87 . Chi Square Analysis on Recruiting Activities 
Score by Admissions Selectivity .... 
. 222 
88. Chi Square Analysis on Recruiting Activities 
Score by Type of College . . 223 
89. Chi Square Analysis on Research and Planning 
Activities Score by Region of Country . . 224 
90. Chi Square Analysis on Research and Planning 
Activities Score by Admissions Selectivity . 225 
91 . Chi Square Analysis on Research and Planning 
Activities Score by Type of Institution . 226 
92. Chi Square Analysis on Total Activities 
Score by Admissions Selectivity .... . 227 
93. Chi Square Analysis on Total Activities 
Score by Type of Institution . . 228 
94. Chi Square Analysis on Recruiting Opinion 
Score by Admissions Selectivity . . 229 
95. Chi Square Analysis on Research Opinion 
Score by Admissions Selectivity .... . 230 
96. Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score 
by Type of Institution . . 231 
97. Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score 
by 1984 Total Undergraduate Enrollment . 232 
98. Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score 
by Change in Full-time Undergraduate 
Enrollment Between Fall 1980 and Fall 1984 . 233 
99. Chi Square Analysis on Grand Total Score by 
Type of Institution . 
. 234 
100 Chi Square Analysis on Grand Total Score by 
Admissions Selectivity . 
. 235 
XIV 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The Problem 
Enrollment in American institutions of higher education 
has increased almost steadily since the founding of Harvard 
in 1636. The increases in enrollment have been accompanied 
by the creation of state educational systems, the birth 
of thousands of colleges and universities, and the expansion 
of many institutions. The increases have now ceased and 
higher education will witness a reversal. Primarily due 
to a reduction of more than twenty percent in the number 
of 18-24 year olds, the enrollment in postsecondary 
institutions will drastically decline between now and the 
mid 1990s. The demographic changes will not, however, 
have an equal impact on all colleges. Institutions located 
in the Midwest or Northeast, and institutions classified 
as less selective will be the most severely affected. 
The decline will force many colleges to terminate their 
existence while others will merge or struggle to survive. 
Higher education was a growing industry which did 
not need to be concerned with attracting or retaining its 
customers, the students. Many colleges in the last two 
decades enrolled more students than they could adequately 
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handle; and the term enrollment management referred to 
the processes of handling the ever increasing masses of 
students, building classrooms and residence halls, and 
finding qualified instructors to teach the overwhelming 
numbers. Enrollment management is currently being used 
to refer to a process in which the institution attempts 
to gain control over its own destiny during a period of 
decline rather than growth. 
Enrollment management will be the most important and 
critical issue on most campuses during the next decade. 
It will be more important than financial issues because 
the financial strength of most institutions is directly 
dependent on the number of students in its classrooms. 
Many colleges, however, refuse to recognize the fact that 
the decline in traditional age college students will have 
an impact on the quantity and/or quality of students which 
they will enroll. Other colleges which acknowledge their 
future are often not systematically and comprehensively 
preparing to deal with the problems which they may 
encounter. An increasing number of institutions are 
confronting their possible declines in the quantity or 
quality of students which they will enroll, and are 
searching for the structures or programs which will enable 
them to efficiently 
and effectively channel their resources 
in the most productive manner. Some of these are turning 
to enrollment management, a new and growing element of 
3 
higher education. Enrollment management, however, is still 
a misunderstood and confusing concept for many higher 
education administrators and faculty members. 
Several national conferences on enrollment management 
have been held in the last three years; and numerous 
regional and national conferences have included enrollment 
management as one of the topical sessions. At least three 
books and several journal articles have been published 
on the topic within the last four years. An increasing 
number of positions for enrollment managers have been 
advertised in The Chronicle of Higher Education. 
These factors may indicate that some colleges are 
beginning to consider enrollment management as an integrated 
approach to address the quantity and quality of their 
student body, and the quality of the education and services 
offered to students. This possibility raises numerous 
questions including the following: Are many colleges 
attempting to integrate various activities and offices 
to provide a better education and services to students, 
or is enrollment management an isolated phenomenon and 
primarily a theoretical concept? Are colleges becoming 
more concerned about their enrollments? Are college adminis 
trators and faculty members generally aware of the decline 
in 18 - 22 year olds, and the forecasts for their 
institution? What organizational structures are colleges 
adopting for their enrollment management program? What 
4 
are the obstacles to increasing (or initiating) enrollment 
management efforts? 
Purpose and Objectives 
The overarching purpose of this study is to advance 
the knowledge of enrollment management in higher education 
by identifying elements which appear to be related to the 
establishment of enrollment management programs within 
undergraduate, four year institutions of higher education. 
The specific objectives which were pursued included: 
1. To ascertain the extent to which enrollment 
management programs exist on college and 
university campuses. 
2. To examine the forms of enrollment management 
programs which have been established in order 
to analyze their salient elements. 
3. To isolate the specific and most frequent elements 
which make up the enrollment management programs 
identified. 
4. To ascertain the significance of specific elements 
which appear to be an integral part of the 
enrollment management programs identified. 
5. To identify differences between institutions 
which have an enrollment management program and 
those that do not. 
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6. To identify obstacles which hinder enrollment 
management efforts. 
Four hypotheses which were tested were: 
1. That at least two thirds of the institutions 
will identify the same offices or departments 
which should be included in an enrollment 
management division for undergraduate, four year 
institutions of higher education. 
2. That at least two thirds of the institutions 
will identify the same items as the primary 
obstacles which hinder the creation or development 
of enrollment management programs within 
undergraduate, four year institutions of higher 
education . 
3. That there are significant differences in student 
retention, research, and recruiting activities; 
and institutional coordination between 
institutions which have and do not have a formal 
enrollment management program. 
4. That formal enrollment management programs are 
more prevalent at independent institutions than 
at public institutions. 
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Significance of the Research 
This dissertation will provide significant information 
for higher education administrators. Results will reveal 
the extent to which enrollment management has become a 
viable concept and procedure at educational institutions. 
The information should assist college officials who are 
or will be considering an enrollment management program 
on their campus. Since an enrollment management program 
necessitates commitment of considerable financial, human, 
and physical resources; college officials should not devote 
resources to enrollment management if the potential value 
is questionable. 
Delimitations 
This research focuses on four year, independent and 
public institutions of higher education. Some classifi¬ 
cations of institutions (such as divinity schools and United 
States service academies) were not included in the 
population of institutions. The results of the study 
should, therefore, not be generalized beyond the types 
of institutions defined in the sample. 
The survey instrument solicited information and 
opinions from one individual on each campus. The person 
to whom the survey was usually sent was the director 
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admissions. It was the researcher's opinion that the 
individual directly responsible for the admissions' efforts 
of the institution would be able to respond to the 
enrollment management items and would provide the most 
consistent respondent. Other possibilities such as the 
president, dean of students, and academic vice president 
were, therefore, not chosen. Nevertheless, the respondent 
may not have been the most appropriate person on some 
campuses and the data provided reflected his/her own 
knowledge and biases. 
Terminology 
Enrollment management has been discussed in several 
publications and similar definitions of the term have been 
presented. The most comprehensive definitions are contained 
in two books. Kemerer, Baldridge, and Green (1982) have 
provided the following definition: 
As a concept, enrollment management implies 
an assertive approach to ensuring the steady 
supply of qualified students required to 
maintain institutional vitality. As a 
procedure, enrollment management is a set 
of activities to help institutions interact 
more successfully with their potential 
students (p. 21). 
Hossler's (1984a) definition is similar: 
Enrollment management can be defined as 
a process, or activity, that influences 
the size, the shape, and the characteristics 
of a student body by directing institutional 
efforts in marketing, recruitment, and 
admissions as well as pricing and financial 
aid. In addition, the process exerts a 
significant influence on academic advising, 
institutional research agenda, orientation, 
retention studies, and student services. 
It is not simply an administrative process. 
Enrollment management involves the entire 
campus (pp. 5-6). 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Historical Perspective 
Many colleges struggled during the infancy stage of 
American higher education to attract and maintain the 
student enrollments needed to support themselves. Even 
in the mid 1800s, many of the well-known colleges were 
experiencing stable or declining enrollments (Veysey, 
1980). Higher education in the United States has, however, 
been a growth industry since the late 1800s. Student 
enrollments, institutions, and physical plants have 
dramatically increased during the last century. The total 
college student enrollment has grown at a compound annual 
rate of five percent since 1870 (Carnegie Council, 1981) 
and enrollments doubled every 14 to 15 years between 1870 
and 1970 (Boyd, 1981). American colleges and universities 
experienced enrollment declines in only four periods during 
the last century. Temporary declines were experienced 
in 1917-18, 1933-34, 1942-44 and 1950-52 (Keller, 1983). 
The largest decline occurred in 1917 when enrollments 
decreased by 17.7% (Parker, 1971). 
Several periods of dramatic enrollment increases can 
be identified. The first two are the 1870s. after the 
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Civil War and following the land grant college movement, 
and about 1945 with the creation of the GI Bill (Carnegie 
Council, 1981). The 1960s are usually considered the 
primary period of rapid college expansion. During this 
period, the World War II baby boom children reached college 
age; the economy expanded; and equality issues for women, 
minorities, and the disadvantaged became important (Centra, 
1978). The percentage of the college age population 
attending college also grew rapidly during the 1960s. 
In 1900, only 4% of the college age population attended 
college. The percentage rose to 14 in 1940 and mushroomed 
to 43% by 1970 (Veysey, 1980). 
The enrollment increases of the 1960s triggered rapid 
expansions in physical facilities. Seven hundred two 
colleges or universities (534 were public institutions) 
were established in the 1960s and $21.5 billion was spent 
on building and improvements (Stadtman, 1980). A 
substantial portion of the expansion during the 1955-1974 
period occurred in the community college sector. In 1955, 
400 community colleges enrolled approximately 325,000 
students. By 1974, the number of two year colleges had 
increased to 973 with enrollments of 3.4 million students 
(Keller, 1983). These institutions offered a form of higher 
education that was often technical or vocational oriented. 
They provided a lower cost alternative to many students 
who were often less qualified or who wanted to attend on 
11 
a part-time basis. 
The expansion of the community colleges and the 
creation of state higher educational systems increased 
the percentage of institutions which were state controlled. 
As enrollments in the state institutions increased, the 
percentage of students attending private colleges 
decreased. In 1955, 35% of all colleges and universities 
were public. The percentage increased to 47% by 1975 
(Stadtman, 1980). One-half of all college students attended 
private institutions in 1950, but only 21.6% did so in 
1976 (Carnegie Council, 1981). 
The outlook of educational leaders, the public, and 
governmental bodies was on growth, expansion, and 
development. The 1970s, however, awakened some to the 
fact that many institutions would experience enrollment 
difficulties, and that perhaps the educational community 
had over-built in the 1960s. While enrollments increased 
for most institutions during the 1970s, 29% experienced 
declines. One hundred seven colleges (15 were public) 
ceased operations, 68 merged and 11 changed from private 
to public (Carnegie Council, 1981). Reports on the 
declining number of traditional aged college students were 
published with frightening predictions. 
12 
The Future 
Many colleges are currently operating with dangerously 
low enrollments. The Department of Education's data 
indicate that 726 colleges (687 private and 39 public) had 
enrollments of less than 500 students in the Fall of 1984 
(Chronicle of Higher Education, June 11, 1986) (see Table 
1). Yet, a "last survivors mentality" exists on many 
campuses. Thirty-nine percent of four year, liberal arts 
college presidents indicated in a 1981 survey that they 
anticipated enrollment increases through 1986 and that 
their institutions' financial status would be "very good 
or excellent." The majority of the remaining respondents 
indicated that they expected their enrollment and financial 
status to remain "unchanged" (Baldridge, 1982). 
A 1978 Carnegie Council survey determined that the 
four primary factors which resulted in the FTE (full-time 
equivalent) decreases in institutions since 1969-70 were: 
(a) a decline in interest in liberal arts, (b) the end 
of the draft, (c) an increase in the percentage of part-time 
students, and (d) the cost of attendance (Stadtman, 1980). 
Some of these factors may continue to have an impact on 
college enrollments. The job market and the competition 
from the military service branches may also adversely affect 
enrollments in the future. The primary cause of declining 
enrollment will, however, be demographic changes. 
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TABLE 1 
Number of College and Universities by Enrollment in the 
Fall 1984 " 
Number of Institutions 
Enrollment Univer¬ 
sities 
Other 2- 
4-year 
-year Total 
Under 200 0 256 73 329 
200 - 499 0 241 156 397 
500 - 999 0 345 192 537 
1,000 - 2,499 0 496 358 854 
2,500 - 4,999 6 238 223 467 
5,000 - 9,999 33 169 167 369 
10,000 - 19,999 57 99 86 242 
20,000 - 29,999 34 14 22 70 
30,000 or more 26 2 4 32 
TOTAL 156 1860 1281 3297 
Fr om: The Chronicle of Higher Education. June 11, 1986 
p. 2 2. quoting United States Department of Education. 
Competition from Employers and the Military 
Many students have sought a college education to obtain 
a "better" or a higher paying job than otherwise available 
to them. The difference between the earning potential 
of high school and college graduates has, however, 
decreased; and several conditions may lead to a decreased 
demand for college graduates and an increased demand for 
high school graduates in the work force. First, many of 
the jobs which will become available will not require a 
college education. The Bureau of Labor Statistics 
categorized the actual number of job openings for the year 
14 
1980; and only one college related category (managers and 
administrators - not elsewhere classified) appeared in 
the top 15 classifications. The first profession 
(accountant) ranked number 36. The Bureau also projected 
in 1982 that there would be 19 million new jobs (as opposed 
to job openings) between 1980 and 1990. Only 3.5 million 
of these were in technical or professional areas (Arbeiter, 
1985) . 
The second factor which may lead to a reduced demand 
for college graduates is that many positions are currently 
occupied by college graduates who are underemployed. It 
has been estimated that twenty percent of all college 
graduates are underemployed. This fact may discourage 
high school graduates from entering college. It may also 
encourage some employers to hire high school graduates 
rather than over qualified college graduates who may become 
dissatisfied and alienated (Arbeiter, 1985). 
The United States military branches have become more 
technical and, therefore, need more qualified servicemen. 
Whereas about 25% of the military served in "white collar" 
positions at the end of World War II, the figure is 
approximately 50% today. For the 12 month period which 
ended September 30, 1983, every branch of the military 
had reached their recruitment goals for the third 
consecutive year, and 917. of the enlistees were high school 
graduates. The military annually enlists approximately 
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20% of the male, high school graduates. They will need 
to maintain the same numbers regardless of the decline 
in the number of high school graduates. The military will, 
therefore, be a growing competitor for higher educational 
institutions (Arbeiter, 1985). 
Demographics 
Approximately 95% of all first-time freshmen entering 
college on a full-time basis in the fall of 1985 were either 
17, 18, or 19 years old (Astin, Green, Korn, and Schalit, 
1985); and the traditional college student continues to 
be between 18 and 24 years old. The number of students 
in this age group will decline drastically during the next 
few years. If 1978 is considered the base year, there 
will be a 23.3% decline by the year 1997 (Carnegie Council, 
1981) . 
Although the number of 18-2.4 year olds can be precisely 
determined from birth records (see Table 2), it is difficult 
to predict college enrollments because many other factors 
are involved. These include; 
1. The number of adult learners. 
2. The number of part-time students. 
3. The changing policies regarding a military draft. 
4. The federal and state financial aid programs 
and general support for higher education. 
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5. The possible alternatives to the traditional 
college learning experience such as electronic 
teaching and credit-by-examination. 
6. The cost of higher education and the value of 
the expenditure, as opposed to entering the job 
market. 
7. The number of minority students who choose to 
enter college. 
TABLE 2 
Population, Age 18 (in 1000s) 
Year Number Year Number 
1950 2,164 1990 3,426 
1960 2,612 1991 3,241 
1970 3,780 1992 3,168 
1975 4,242 1993 3,247 
1980 4,211 1994 3,199 
1985 3,604 1995 3,261 
1986 3,521 1996 3,359 
1987 3,567 1997 3,491 
1988 3,654 1998 3,652 
1989 3,733 1999 
2000 
3,806 
3,910 
Fr om: Breneman, D. W. (1982). The coming enrollment 
crisis: What every trustee must know. Washington: Assoc 
iation of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 
pp. 20-21. quoting Anderson, C. J. (1981). Fact—book.—fojr 
academic administrators. Washington: American Council 
on Education, p. 5. 
Enrollment projections have been offered by several 
analysts and organizations. Centra (1978 and 1980) has 
provided a comprehensive review of the various projections, 
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almost all of which foresee declines. None of the 
projections assumed drastic changes in national affairs 
such as wars or depression, new governmental financial 
aid programs, the institution of a military draft, or vast 
increases in the number of foreign students. According 
to Centra, the National Center for Educational Statistics' 
1977 projections were for total enrollment, degree and 
non-degree, and were based on the enrollment trends of 
the 1965 to 1975 period. Although low and high alternatives 
were provided, these projections ignored many variables 
such as financial aid policies and the economic condition 
of the country. Cartter's 1966 projections were for 
full-time equivalents rather than total enrollment. His 
forecasts assumed there would be more non-degree and older 
students. Dresch (1975) predicted that the job market 
for college graduates would decline and, therefore, fewer 
students would be interested in a college education. The 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching's (1974) 
forecasts were founded on the assumptions that part-time, 
older, and non-degree students would increase; the draft 
would not be reinstated; federal financial aid would 
continue to increase; and the need for public school 
teachers would not increase. Leslie and Miller (1974), 
and Bowen (1974) predicted that enrollments would increase 
because a college education would become more important 
to society. 
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Possibly the best known projections are those provided 
by the Carnegie Council. Their analysis was based upon 
external factors as well as enrollment trends. The Council 
(1981) predicted a total decline in full-time equivalent 
undergraduate enrollment of 5% to 15% between 1978 and 
1997. Their predictions were established as follows. 
1. The decline in the 18-24 year old age cohort 
is precisely known. If projections are based 
only on the demographic decline, a 23.3% decline 
in college enrollment could be anticipated. 
2. However, only 80% of the college enrollment is 
composed of 18-24 year olds. The demographic 
decline would therefore result in a decrease 
of 19.0%. 
3. The participation rates of individuals who are 
at least 25 years old are expected to increase 
by 4%. This will reduce the anticipated decline 
to 15.0%. 
4. The percentage of the population which is at 
least 25 years old and which has some college 
experience must be considered. Their higher 
participation rate will offset the decline by 
5% and leave a total expected decline of 10. 
The percentage of males enrolled in college 
increased dramatically when college deferments 
for the draft existed. There is now the 
5. 
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possibility that the participation rates by 18-24 
year old males may decrease by 5%. The total 
decline in college attendance might then be 15.0%, 
the Council's worst scenario. 
6. It is possible that there will be more partici¬ 
pation by blacks, and majority women; an increase 
in retention rates; and an increase in the portion 
of part-time enrollment. These factors could 
reduce the decrease by 5%. If this additional 
adjustment was applied to #5, the decline in 
college enrollment would be 10%. If a decline 
in male students did not occur and this additional 
adjustment was applied to #4, the total decline 
would be _5%, the Council's most optimistic 
forecast. 
The Carnegie Council has been known to provide 
optimistic predictions. However, if their worst scenario 
was correct and the enrollment declined by only 15%, the 
1997 FTE undergraduate enrollment would be approximately 
the same level as in 1971. If a 10% decline was 
experienced, it would be equivalent to 1973 enrollments; 
and a 5% decline would coincide with 1974 figures (Carnegie 
Council, 1981) . 
The declines through 1997 are not projected to be 
constant. The Carnegie Council predictions included a 
period of level enrollment between 1978 and 1983, a decline 
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in enrollments from the fall of 1983 through the 1988—89 
academic year, a plateau or possible increases during the 
1989-90 and 1990-91 years, and a second major decline from 
the fall of 1991 through the 1997-98 academic year. The 
first decline would represent approximately 40% of the 
total drop in enrollments and the second decline would 
encompass 60% of the total. Enrollments would begin to 
increase in the fall of 1998 and would reach 1979 levels 
by 2010. 
The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
(WICHE) has emerged in the last few years as the leader 
in analyzing demographic data on high school graduates. 
Although their findings (1984) support the information 
provided by other authors, additional insights can be gained 
by reviewing their methodology. WICHE obtained data from 
state educational agencies; and provided projections on 
public and private high school graduates for 22 states, 
and projections on public school graduates for 28 states 
and the District of Columbia. Unlike some other 
projections, they included factors in addition to birth 
rates. WICHE analyzed migration rates and found that in- 
or out-of-state migration has a minimal effect for most 
states. Illinois, Michigan, and Indiana, however, have 
considerable out-of-state migration; and an analysis of 
birth rates for these states is not sufficient to provide 
satisfactorily accurate projections. Alaska, Arizona, 
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Florida, Georgia, Nevada, Oklahoma, Texas, and Wyoming 
are the states with the most extensive migration into the 
state. WICHE also factored into their projections high 
school persistence rates. For most states, 70 - 75% of 
the tenth graders graduate from high school. 
The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
studied the percentage of change in high school graduates 
utilizing 1981 as the base year (McConnell and Kaufman, 
1984) . Their data indicated that there would be two 
critical periods during the remainder of the century. 
The nation would have 14% fewer high school graduates in 
1986 than in 1981. A small increase in the number of 
graduates would occur until 1988. The percentage would 
then begin to decline again; and the number of students 
graduating from high school in 1992 would be 22% less than 
the 1981 high school graduating class. WICHE provided 
data for each state and region of the country. The 
Northeast region would be the most severely affected with 
a 35% decline of graduates in 1994 (see Appendix A). 
The Carnegie Council (1981) also stressed that the 
enrollment declines will not have the same impact on all 
regions of the nation. Enrollments in the East and Midwest 
are expected to drop by 10 percent while enrollments are 
forecast to increase by 5 percent in the South and at least 
; 10 percent in the Southwest and West. Twelve states are 
expected to have the highest decreases in high school 
' 
i 
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graduates between 1979 and 1994. These are: 
Rhode Island 49% Michigan 36% 
Connecticut 4 3% Minnesota 35% 
Massachusetts 43% Illinois 34% 
New York 43% Iowa 34% 
New Jersey 39% Ohio 34% 
Pennsylvania 39% Wisconsin 34% 
Forty two percent of all American degree granting colleges 
and 51% of all private, four year colleges are located 
in these states (Keller, 1983). 
Crossland (1980) also emphasized the dire impact that 
the declines will have on the Northeast quadrant of the 
country. He added Indiana to the twelve states listed 
above which will experience severe decreases, and provided 
additional statistics for the thirteen states: These states 
contain : 
1. 35.2% of all public community colleges (327 of 
928), 
2. 32.3% of all public four year colleges and 
universities (181 of 560), 
3. 44.2% of all private two year colleges (125 of 
283), 
4. 50.7% of all private four year colleges and 
universities (711 of 1402), and 
5. 42.4% of all degree granting institutions (1344 
of 3173). 
In addition to location, the degree of vulnerability 
also be established by the type of the institution. 
can 
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Research universities, selective liberal arts colleges, 
and public community colleges will be the least vulnerable 
to declines in enrollment. Doctorate-granting universities 
and comprehensive colleges and universities will be somewhat 
vulnerable; while less selective liberal arts colleges 
and private two-year colleges are in the most dangerous 
position (Carnegie Council, 1981). 
Most private colleges receive at least 70% of their 
total revenue from tuition while the typical public 
institution receives a subsidy from the state based on 
the number of FTEs. A drop in enrollments for private 
institutions means a rapid decrease in revenue for the 
year. Due to state funding formulas, a public institution 
may not have an adjustment in its funding for a year and 
therefore may have more time to prepare or react (Kemerer, 
et al., 1982). When the number of students decline, an 
institution can retrench and save funds in many categories. 
However, many expenses such as energy expenditures, 
maintenance, and inflation will not decline. A 15% 
reduction in students may mean a 15% reduction in revenue, 
but, due to the many costs which cannot be controlled, 
it would be difficult to achieve a 15% reduction in expenses 
(Astin , 1975) . 
It is predicted that between 10% and 30% of American 
colleges and universities will close or merge by 1995 
(Keller, 1983). This initially appears to be a drastic 
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prediction until viewed in context of the last four 
decades. Between 1940 and 1970, 0.5% of all institutions 
ceased operations or merged each year. The figure increased 
to 0.8% per year during the 1970s. Based on these trends, 
an estimated 300 colleges (approximately 10% of the total) 
will close or merge between 1980 and 2000. Given the plight 
of many colleges during periods of enrollment expansion, 
the question is how many additional colleges will terminate 
existence during the troubled times ahead (Carnegie Council, 
1981) . 
Components of Enrollment Management 
Some colleges are establishing an "enrollment 
management program" to focus institutional attention on 
the many issues and activities involved in recruiting and 
maintaining students. Enrollment management is, however, 
a new concept in higher education and one that still does 
not exist on many campuses. Before exploring the concept, 
a brief review of several of its principal components will 
establish its foundation. Admissions and marketing, and 
student retention are the primary components of enrollment 
management. Other areas such as financial aid, academic 
advising, research, and planning are integral parts of 
enrollment management. They do not, however, play as 
important a role in the genesis of enrollment management 
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as the activities previously mentioned. 
Admissions and Marketing 
The admissions field can naturally be traced to the 
first college, Harvard. Harvard's president and college 
presidents for many decades were the individuals responsible 
for recruiting and enrolling able young men (Hossler, 
1984a). Distinct and identifiable admissions offices were 
not found on college campuses until after World War I, 
almost 300 years after the founding of Harvard (Veysey, 
1980). 
From the time that Harvard published in 1642 the first 
statements on admissions criteria until 1870, colleges 
relied on their own admissions standards and entrance 
examinations to recruit and select students. The University 
of Michigan began certifying high schools in 1870 and 
guaranteeing admission to all graduates of these schools. 
This led to the creation of the College Entrance Examination 
Board in 1899, an event which marks the launching of 
admissions as a professional college function. Many 
colleges appointed admissions personnel in the 1920s and 
1930s. During the Great Depression, these individuals 
were recruiters; students were needed to fill the 
classrooms. The emphasis shifted after the Depression 
to reviewing qualifications of applicants and selecting 
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the most promising students for admission. The emphasis 
and primary function of admissions personnel remained on 
selecting students rather than recruiting through the 
1960s (Hossler, 1984a). 
Riehl (1982) characterized the modern admission officer 
by utilizing four terms. Until the early 1970s, admissions 
officers were primarily Gatekeepers. Their job was to 
select the best students for their institutions from the 
many who were eager to attend. High school visits were 
viewed as public service events rather than a means to 
recruit students. Gatekeepers were followed by Wranglers. 
Wranglers were charged with rounding up students and herding 
them into the classrooms in order to fill quotas. The 
massive recruiting efforts often resulted in higher than 
desired attrition rates. Next came the Marketing Consultant 
who used modern technology for the "roundup." He/she used 
sophisticated techniques for positioning, market 
segmentation, identifying primary and secondary markets, 
etc. Riehl believes that colleges now need a 
Teacher/Communicator. "Such an individual needs the 
commitment to an educational philosophy and the ability 
to recognize talent of the Gatekeeper, the creativity and 
enthusiasm of the Wrangler, and the expertise of the 
Marketing Consultant" (p. 329). This, in essence, is the 
modern enrollment manager. 
Marketing concepts were introduced in the 1950s by 
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the General Electric Corporation. GE believed that the 
customer played a critical role in their business activity, 
and stressed that the company's central goal was to satisfy 
consumer needs. A. R. Krachenberg introduced higher 
education to the principles of marketing in 1972. In the 
early days of higher educational marketing (and currently 
on some campuses), the practice had negative connotations. 
It was also misunderstood, abused, and misused. Under 
the guise of marketing, for example, colleges have 
distributed frisbees with the college's name on them, 
considered releasing balloons with scholarship offers 
inside, promoted programs which were substantially different 
from those that existed, and used misleading photographs 
(Lovelock and Rothschild, 1980). 
Marketing in higher education has evolved through 
three approaches. During the product orientation period, 
the emphasis was on the courses and the programs offered. 
It was assumed that the "products" of higher education 
were desirable to the public, and that the public did not 
have to be convinced of their value. The sales orientation 
presented the opposite approach. According to this view, 
colleges should aggressively promote and advertise their 
products with minimal attention to the needs or desires 
of the public. A marketing orientation focuses on the 
the buyer, the student, rather than the product or the 
seller. It "stresses identification of consumers' needs, 
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the development of a systematic plan for responding to 
those needs, and the assessment of the impact of the plan" 
(Leach, 1984, p. 10). 
Today, marketing for higher educational institutions 
emphasizes the "congruity of fit between the consumer and 
the product or service." Marketing stresses that the 
relationship between the college and the student must be 
mutually beneficial. "The consumer must be sufficiently 
benefited to continue as a consumer and the provider of 
a product or service must be sufficiently compensated to 
stay in operation" (Lewis, Leach and Lutz, 1983, p. 16). 
A marketing approach should involve the entire campus. 
It begins with the president and trustees defining the 
mission of the institution. The next steps are to consider 
the marketing mix, marketing segmentation, and positioning. 
Finally, a marketing plan is developed. Research and 
evaluation are important elements throughout the process. 
The marketing mix encompasses four elements: product, 
price, place, and promotion. Product refers to the courses 
and programs which the college can provide. A college 
may introduce new majors, change the thrust of a program, 
improve the quality of instruction, and tailor offerings 
to the needs of students (and potential students). The 
second of the four "P"s stresses that colleges need to 
carefully consider how the courses should be priced. Should 
there be a differential price based on major, whether the 
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student takes the courses in the day or evening, or a flat 
tuition rather than a charge per credit hour? Consideration 
should also be given to the types and amount of 
institutional financial aid provided to offset the published 
price of attendance. Colleges should also evaluate the 
place where the product is offered. Ample parking, 
comfortable classrooms, snack bars and lounges, and an 
attractive and safe campus will make the institution more 
desirable. Promotion includes what the college says about 
itself and how it is said through advertisements and 
descriptive literature. It also includes knowledge of 
the enrolled and potential student body and the competition 
so that the media may be properly directed (Vaccaro, 1979; 
and Leach, 1984). 
The process of segmentation refers to defining 
potential students by traits which are identifiable within 
the group and which are distinct from other groups. Markets 
can be segmented by place of residence (home town or state), 
demographic characteristics (sex, age, race), interests 
(athletics, music), or other factors. Segmentation allows 
the college to utilize varying recruiting tactics and 
promotional literature for particular groups of students 
(College Entrance Examination Board, 1983). 
Positioning is a process of self-examination to 
identify the unique set of characteristics which makes 
the college different from other colleges. After a college 
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identifies why students want to attend their institution, 
they can promote themselves more effectively and efficiently 
(Litten, Sullivan, and Brodigan, 1983). 
Finally, a marketing approach requires a marketing 
plan which includes five steps: 
1. Situational analysis includes a review of the 
history of the institution, its strengths and 
weaknesses, and its mission or purpose. 
2. Goals should be established which relate to the 
college's mission and which address the needs 
of the college community. 
a. The students' needs include entry services 
(advising, registration, orientation), 
support services (financial aid, security, 
tutoring, activities), and transition 
services (counseling, career placement). 
b. Faculty members want qualified students 
in their classrooms. 
c. The institution has a need to survive. 
Survival includes growth - growth in quality 
if not in quantity. 
d. The community has needs for which it often 
turns to the college for interaction, 
support, technical advice, or physical 
facilities. 
Goals which are established should address the 
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cause, not the symptoms of dissatisfaction. 
3. Strategies should be developed before actual 
plans are formalized. The strategies should 
provide an assessment of the financial and human 
resources, and the political process of the 
college. 
4. Tactics or action plans should be developed after 
the three previous steps have been addressed. 
5. Evaluation is the final step. Tactics utilized 
to accomplish the goals should be evaluated 
against previously established indicators of 
success. (Lewis et al., 1983, p. 19) 
Although a marketing approach can be extremely 
important to an institution, few colleges have adequately 
embraced the theory. According to a survey conducted by 
the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Counselors and the College Entrance Examination 
Board, most institutions do not conduct any formal marketing 
studies (Kemerer, et al., 1982). Ihlanfeldt (1980) stated: 
"With few exceptions, however, marketing as currently 
practiced in higher education has emphasized seduction 
through communication and the sales approach remains 
dominant" (p. 77 ) . 
Thus, in addition to being an important enrollment 
management activity, marketing theory provides the 
foundation upon which the concept of enrollment management 
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was built. Marketing stresses that, from an admissions 
or recruitment perspective, the involvement of the entire 
campus, the quality of programs and staff, the needs and 
expectations of students, research, the relative cost of 
attendance, and the messages which are transmitted to the 
public are very essential. Enrollment management 
incorporates and builds upon these concepts. 
Student Retention 
An increasing number of institutions are beginning 
to seriously review their attrition statistics and 
contemplate how they can retain more of the students who 
are recruited. Retention efforts, however, have not yet 
been accorded the importance which they deserve. Unlike 
the admissions effort, few institutions have established 
a retention office or provided the budgetary support for 
retention programs (Baldridge, et al., 1982); even though 
retention may be more cost effective than admissions (Lea, 
Sedlacek, and Stewart, 1979). 
Historically, retention was not considered by most 
institutions unless attrition in a particular major or 
academic school indicated a problem (Lea, et al., 1979). 
The emphasis in these situations, as well as in national 
research, was on attrition - why students withdraw. The 
emphasis is now being shifted to retention - why students 
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stay (Gardiner and Nazari-Robati, 1983). The importance 
of retention will increase dramatically during the next 
decade, but it must be kept in proper perspective. Rather 
than stressing retention in order to improve enrollments; 
institutions should examine themselves to improve the 
quality of education offered and the services provided, 
and to establish a "caring attitude." Qualitative changes 
in the institution will provide a more satisfying experience 
for students and will lead to quantitative gains in 
enrollment (Lea, et al., 1979). 
Although the characteristics of the dropout have been 
studied for many years, the institution was not seriously 
considered before 1965 (Lenning, et al., 1980a). The most 
significant finding since then is that the "fit" between 
the student and the institution is the primary factor which 
influences whether the student will persist or dropout. 
The "fit" between the two includes the "moral and social 
integration, meaningful contact between a student and 
faculty members, development of relationships between 
students and those who care about them, and the respon¬ 
siveness of the institution to the needs students feel 
(Lenning, p. 21) . 
Research on the institution's role in promoting 
persistence has involved several topics including the 
following: 
Admissions The "fit" between the student and the 
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institution begins before matriculation. The prospective 
student is influenced by the promotional materials (catalog, 
viewbook, brochures, etc.) which he/she receives and by 
the institutional representatives who contact him/her (Ott, 
1978). An effective admissions office should want to 
recruit "graduates-to-be" not "freshmen-to-be" (Noel, 
1978b). 
Extracurricular Most of the research relative to 
the effects of extracurricular activities has concentrated 
on varsity sports and Greek organizations. Astin (1975) 
reported that involvement in either had a positive impact 
on persistence. At least one noted study investigated 
other extracurricular activities including intramural 
sports, special interest groups, and professional or 
honorary societies. This study found that 79% of the 
persisters were involved in at least one extracurricular 
activity while only 42% of the dropouts were involved 
(Lenning, Sauer, and Beal, 1980b). The primary importance 
of extracurricular activities may be that they provide 
opportunities to establish "significant other" relation¬ 
ships. Relationships with faculty members have also been 
positively correlated with persistence (Hossler, 1984). 
Academic advising and counseling The quality and 
quantity of academic advising is extremely important in 
student retention. Beal and Noel (1980) found that 
"inadequate academic advising" was reported by colleges 
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responding to a survey as the most important reason for 
attrition and "high quality of advising" was the fifth 
most important contributor to retention (see Tables 3 and 
4). "Students receiving effective academic advising tend 
to feel positive not only about the process but the insti¬ 
tution as well, and this positive attitude can be a strong 
contributing factor to student persistence" (Astin, 1975, 
p. 91). 
Orientation As previously stated, an effective 
admissions effort is necessary to provide sufficient 
information for students to accurately select the 
institution. After the student's selection is confirmed 
with the traditional admissions deposit, the orientation 
process should immediately begin and should provide support 
and information, and strengthen the student's choice of 
the institution. The orientation program should not be 
confined to the period before the first day of class; 
rather, it should continue at least during the first 
semester. Although the exact components of an orientation 
program have not been clearly defined in the literature, 
it is clear that a strong orientation program can improve 
the retention rate (Anderson, 1976 and 1978). 
Financial aid Information relative to the effects 
of financial aid on persistence are mixed. Some have 
concluded that aid is not significantly related to 
persistence (Hochstein and Butler, 1983); while others 
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TABLE 3 
Negative Campus Characteristics 
Characteristics_Rating* * 
Inadequate academic advising 3.01 
Inadequate curricular offerings 2.80 
Conflict between classes and job 2.77 
Inadequate financial aid 2.66 
Inadequate counseling support system 2.58 
Inadequate extracurricular programs 2.58 
Inadequate academic support services 2.52 
Inadequate cultural or social growth 2.51 
Inadequate career planning services 2.48 
Inadequate student-faculty contact 2.33 
Insufficient intellectual challenge 2.31 
Lack of faculty care and concern 2.26 
Inadequate part-time employment 2.26 
Unsatisfactory living accommodations 2.25 
Low quality of teaching 2.21 
Lack of staff care and concern 2.20 
Restrictive rules and regulations 1.79 
TABLE 4 
Positive Campus Characteristics 
Characteristic_Rating* 
Caring attitude of faculty and staff 4.28 
High quality of teaching 3.91 
Adequate financial aid 3.66 
Student involvement on campus 3.30 
High quality of advising 3.23 
Excellent counseling service 3.19 
Excellent career planning service 3.14 
Concern for student-institutional fit 3.11 
Admission geared to graduation 2.96 
Early alert system 2.70 
*Figures are average ratings given by 858 respondents on 
a scale of one (low) to five (high). 
From: Beal, P. E., and Noel, L. (1980). What works in 
student retention. Iowa City: American College Testing 
Program and the National Center for Higher Education 
Management Systems. 
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believe that certain types of aid, especially student 
employment, are very important. Grants or scholarships 
appear to have a small positive influence on persistence. 
Loans seem to have a negative effect on persistence for 
men, while loans must be "large" for the effect to be 
negative for women (Astin, 1975). On-campus student 
employment has a small but statistically significant effect 
on persistence, especially in the freshman year. Students 
who spend time interacting with other students, faculty, 
administrators, and staff have a higher sense of 
identification with the institution and are more likely 
to persist (Astin, 1975). 
Exit interviews Many colleges have found that a formal 
exit interview process provides beneficial data on attrition 
and encourages persistence for some students. Some students 
decide to continue their enrollment after talking to someone 
who cares about them and who can suggest alternatives 
(Lenning, et al., 1980b). 
The majority (75%) of students who withdraw from their 
institution do so voluntarily; they are not dismissed for 
disciplinary or academic reasons (Lenning, et al., 1980b). 
However, most colleges know very little about why their 
students withdraw. Many administrators who have attempted 
to gather data have found that their record keeping was 
very primitive and inadequate. Withdrawal forms on which 
students (or interviewing administrators) check boxes 
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indicating financial, personal, academic, or medical as 
the primary reason for departure provide sketchy and 
questionable information. "Personal" is usually a catchall 
for many reasons and "financial" is a very socially accepted 
response (Cope and Hannah, 1975). 
The primary reasons for withdrawal can be grouped 
into four categories (Lenning et al., 1980a): 
1. Academic matters - poor grades; dissatisfaction 
with the curriculum, the quality of instruction, 
or the course schedule; poor study habits; and 
boredom. Astin (1975) found boredom with courses 
to be the number one reason for dropping out. 
2. Financial difficulties - lack of financial aid 
or parental support, unwillingness to assume 
educational loans. 
3. Motivational or personal - lack of interest in 
academic subjects, uncertainty of career goals, 
lack of parental support, emotional problems, 
marriage. 
4. Dissatisfaction with college - size of the 
institution, the social environment, bureaucracy, 
interaction with faculty members. 
A common theme in retention literature is that 
retention can be improved, and improved without the time, 
effort, and cost which might be assumed (Beal and Noel, 
1980) (see Table 5). In fact, it may be more costly not 
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TABLE 5 
Programs_Cited by 947 Institutions to Improve Retention 
Programs_Frequency 
Improvement of academic advising 53 
Special orientation activities 49 
Exit interviews 40 
Special counseling programs 36 
Early-warning systems 33 
New academic support/learning services 32 
Students as peer advisors and counselors 30 
Curriculum innovations for credit 29 
Expanded placement services 24 
New extracurricular activities 20 
Undeclared major services 18 
Faculty/instructional development 18 
Admissions for student-institutional fit 16 
Use of students in institutional decisions 16 
New noncredit course offerings 16 
Job related training programs 14 
New administrative structures 14 
Adult student services 14 
Advising in promotion and tenure 7 
No special action program 17 
From: Beal, P. E., and Noel L. (1980). What works in student 
retention. Iowa City: American College Testing program 
and the National Center for Higher Education Management 
Systems. 
to address retention because the costs of attrition 
include: (1) lost tuition and fee revenue, (2) decreased 
auxiliary services, (3) higher recruitment costs as the 
institution's image declines, and (4) the lack of curriculum 
diversity as more freshmen level courses must be taught 
than upper divisional courses (Baldridge, et al.,1982). 
Retention efforts should be motivated by a desire 
to provide a more meaningful educational experience and 
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to more adequately address student needs. It will be 
difficult for many colleges to approach retention from 
this philosophical viewpoint as their enrollments decline. 
However, providing quality will lead to gains in the number 
of students retained (Gardner and Nazari-Robati, 1983). 
In order for an institution’s retention efforts to 
be successful, there must be an awareness of and a concern 
for retention throughout the campus - from the president 
to the cafeteria worker. There must also be a comprehensive 
approach in which all areas will be critically viewed. 
Efforts cannot be directed to only one area such as academic 
advising (Noel, 1978a). The objectives should be to create 
a "staying environment" which has two components. The 
academic or intellectual part should promote intellectual 
growth, progress toward the degree or career goal, and 
academic success. It includes adequate academic advising, 
and course offerings, and special programs to assist 
students who are experiencing difficulties. The second 
part is the social or psychological aspects. A "caring 
attitude" should be conveyed and an atmosphere created 
in which students have a sense of belonging and personal 
worth. Self-esteem and a positive identity with the 
institution should be cultivated (Noel, 1978a). 
Enrollment Management 
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Before considering enrollment management in detail, 
it would be helpful to review the two definitions provided 
in the first chapter. 
As a concept, enrollment management implies 
an assertive approach to ensuring the steady 
supply of qualified students required to 
maintain institutional vitality. As a 
procedure, enrollment management is a set 
of activities to help institutions interact 
more successfully with their potential 
students (Kemerer, et al., 1982, p. 21). 
Enrollment management can be defined as 
a process, or an activity, that influences 
the size, shape, and the characteristics 
of a student body by directing institutional 
efforts in marketing, recruitment, and 
admissions as well as pricing and financial 
aid. In addition, the process exerts a 
significant influence on academic advising, 
institutional research agenda, orientation, 
retention studies, and student services. 
It is not simply an administrative process. 
Enrollment management involves the entire 
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campus (Hossler, 1984a, p. 5). 
On many campuses, few faculty members or administrators 
are concerned with enrollment management issues. The 
admissions office is seen as the only one responsible for 
recruiting students, the dean of students for the retention 
of admitted students, the president for the mission of 
the institution, etc. Coordination and involvement of 
the entire campus to address the problems of the next decade 
is a rarity (Kemerer, et al. , 1982). Organizational 
structures, territoriality, ignorance, or apathy may be 
some of the underlining reasons but the fact remains that 
many faculty members and administrators will be seeking 
employment when their institution is closed or their 
positions are eliminated. 
Institutions are not able to appreciably change their 
"fixed characteristics." These include the location of 
the campus, the environment, the programs offered, the 
size, their control (public vs. private), and their relative 
price. Institutions can, however, change their "fluid 
characteristics." The pricing structure, financial aid 
policies, student life, personal attention given to students 
(and other publics), and atmosphere of the campus can be 
altered. Colleges can change the thrust of their programs 
and increase the quality of education offered (Hossler, 
1984a) . 
Huddleston (1984) expressed the same ideas in a 
A3 
different fashion. He stated that students base their 
decisions on whether or not to attend arry_ college on items 
that the institution cannot influence such as family 
background, attitudes, the economy, etc. The three primary 
items which influence a student to attend one college rather 
than another are: the institution, the competition, and 
environmental attributes. Again, a college can only alter 
itself to increase the likelihood that a student will want 
to attend the institution. 
Colleges should therefore abandon the practice of 
depending on the admissions office to provide the entering 
class each fall, and should begin to consider the issues 
related to why students attend as a college wide concern 
for enrollment management. Both Kemerer (1982) and Hossler 
(1984a) have stressed that an effective enrollment 
management program should include many college functions 
beginning with the students' first contact (an inquiry) 
through graduation. An enrollment management program should 
encompass at least eight activities which are interrelated. 
These are: (1) clarification of the institution's mission, 
(2) program development, (3) marketing, (4) recruiting, 
(5) admissions, (6) financial aid, (7) orientation, and 
(8) retention (Kemerer, et al., 1982). Hossler (1984a) 
believes that an enrollment management program should also 
have a strong influence on (1) academic and career advising, 
(2) academic assistance programs, (3) institutional 
research, (4) pricing, and (5) student services (athletics, 
student activities, career planning and placement, 
counseling, and residence life). 
The central question ist If an institution believes 
in the concept of enrollment management, how does it begin 
to address the process of enrollment management?" Since 
enrollment management should be a campus wide activity 
rather than the effort of the admissions office, new charges 
to the campus community or organizational changes are often 
necessary. On many campuses, the vice president of student 
affairs currently has responsibility for many of the 
enrollment management activities such as admissions, 
financial aid, orientation, and student services. However, 
until the various parts are meshed together into an 
integrated approach and the entire campus (rather than 
one area such as student affairs) becomes involved, an 
enrollment management approach does not exist. 
Four primary models of enrollment management have 
been advocated. Each stresses the fact that enrollment 
management must be a concern of the entire college; but 
the models differ in their structure and the amount of 
organizational change which is necessary to institute the 
model. The models vary in complexity from a marketing 
committee to a comprehensive enrollment management division 
administered by a vice president. 
The MarketinR Committee 
45 
Kemerer et al. (1982) reported that Roger Campbell 
proposed the idea of a marketing committee in 1980. 
Campbell believed that an institutional marketing committee 
should be established to have an advisory role in the 
college's recruitment activities and policies. He proposed 
that the committee should be composed of the "directors 
of admission and financial aid, the dean of students, a 
senior faculty program officer, plus some recognized faculty 
leaders" (Kemerer, et al., p.28). The committee's primary 
function should be to (a) analyze the college's admissions 
data, especially the institution's primary and secondary 
markets for applicants; (b) conduct research on student 
life, and campus issues to obtain a better understanding 
of the students who attend and should be recruited; (c) 
evaluate the academic programs, instruction, and student 
services with the intention of identifying and strengthening 
weak areas; and (d) review promotional literature and 
activities. The committee approach increases the college 
community's awareness and involves various segments of 
the campus. It provides a forum for ideas; but the 
committee does not have any direct control in recruiting 
efforts. It serves in only an advisory capacity with little 
authority, visibility, or decision making power. It is, 
therefore, the most elementary approach to enrollment 
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management. 
The Director of Enrollment Management 
Kemerer et al. (1982) reported that Eugene Fram, 
Professor of Marketing at Rochester Institute of Technology, 
proposed the creation of a new administrative position, 
Director of Marketing, in 1975. Kemerer et al. believe 
the title Director of Enrollment Management is more in 
accord with the position as described by Fram. 
Fram identified nine activities which were essential 
to promoting and marketing the institution. These were: 
admissions, public relations, retention, counseling, 
academic program development, alumni relations, job 
placement, institutional research, and development. His 
research indicated that institutions did not assign 
supervisory responsibilities for these functions to the 
same individual. Without coordination, duplication of 
efforts and confusion often existed. He proposed that 
one person should coordinate the nine areas previously 
specified and that the person should report to the president 
or provost. Specifically, the Director should be 
responsible for coordinating the various offices or 
functions (i.e. admissions, retention, counseling, 
placement, financial aid, etc.), developing a marketing 
plan, disseminating data, and conducting market research 
and enrollment forecasts. The Director would not have 
line authority or fiscal control over other areas; he/she 
would be primarily concerned with coordination. This fact 
creates potential problems because, without the 
administrative authority or ''clout", the Director must 
persuade others to cooperate with him/her. 
The Matrix System 
Leonard Kreutner and Eric Godfrey (1980-81) created 
a matrix system for enrollment management at California 
State University, Long Beach after the institution 
experienced an enrollment decline in 1978. Kreutner and 
Godfrey reported that: 
Only after additional task force gyrations 
did the university accept the notion that 
perhaps the goal should not be merely to 
market more effectively and recruit more 
students. Rather, as a university, perhaps 
what was really needed was to achieve the 
ability to exert greater control over the 
environment. It became increasingly clear 
that all the attention that had initially 
been given to marketing and recruitment 
was nothing more than surface level 
expression of a deeper need - the need to 
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more effectively manage enrollment. In 
sum, the broad goal which emerged was to 
redefine enrollment goals and achieve the 
upper hand in effectively determining the 
destiny of the university (p. 7). 
The Long Beach model linked enrollment management 
functions from three divisions of the university (Academic 
Affairs, Student Affairs, and Administrative Affairs) under 
the jurisdiction of a senior administrator. The areas 
were grouped by program function "according to their 
relative impact on some stage of the enrollment cycle, 
not according to the bureaucratic or administrative place 
they hold in the university" (p. 8). The four modules 
were marketing services, enrollment services, retention 
services, and research services. 
Marketing services, according to the Long Beach model, 
involves annually reviewing the institution's image, 
establishing enrollment levels, segmenting the market, 
and developing a media program to promote the institution. 
These efforts lead into the enrollment service module which 
is devoted to delivering admissions, financial aid, 
registration, and orientation services. This module also 
encompasses academic departmental activities for contacting 
and interacting with potential students, and alumni 
for students and parents. The retention services receptions 
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module is charged with providing academic support services 
and advising, and developmental programs designed to prevent 
unnecessary attrition. The last module, research services, 
is designed to evaluate the effectiveness of the other 
modules and to provide data which will be useful to the 
other modules. It completes the circle, the interrela¬ 
tionship of the four modules. 
The matrix model links and coordinates the various 
enrollment management activities without major 
organizational changes. It encourages academic departments 
and individual faculty members to participate, particularly 
in the enrollment and retention services modules. It has 
worked very effectively and efficiently at Long Beach. 
It has enabled "the university to manage its enrollment 
- and not have enrollment manage the university" (p. 8). 
The Enrollment Management Division 
William Caren and Frank Kemerer (1979) also believed 
that the entire campus should be involved in enrollment 
management issues. They felt, however, that other models 
did not provide enough responsibility, fiscal control, 
status, or legitimacy to the person(s) responsible for 
the enrollment management efforts. As a result, they 
proposed an Enrollment Management Division headed by a 
Vice President for Institutional Advancement (VPIA). They 
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stated that all areas related to marketing and advancement 
should report to the VPIA and advocated Ma basic principle 
of organizational theory: form must follow function; the 
goals of the organization should determine how the human 
resources are utilized" (p. 181). Specifically, they 
offered an organizational chart for an institution which 
enrolled 5,000 to 10,000 students, and listed the following 
areas as reporting to the Vice President for Institutional 
Advancement: long range planning, institutional research, 
admissions, financial aids, public relations and 
publications, career planning and placement, alumni office, 
and the development office. 
This is the ultimate model for institutions which 
are very concerned about enrollment management. It 
requires, however, major organizational restructuring and 
the creation of a vice presidential position. It may be 
difficult for many institutions to justify such changes 
in a period of scarce finances. 
Summary 
Researchers and authors have been publishing on 
admissions, marketing, retention, and other components 
of enrollment management for decades. Although some of 
this research should be replicated or updated, the 
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literature is rich with theoretical and practical 
information to assist college and university personnel 
with their programs. 
Beginning about 1966, the literature included 
information on demographic changes and the projected decline 
in college students. Although the number of individuals 
who are of the traditional college age (18-24) can be 
precisely provided for any year; projections for total 
college enrollments are more difficult since they must 
consider other factors such as the enrollment of part-time 
and older students. Dire forecasts have been provided 
in the literature; but it appears that many colleges are 
not taking proactive steps to address the possible decline 
in the quantity and quality of their student body. 
Organizing enrollment management programs is one 
approach that some colleges are implementing to prepare 
for the decline in college age students. On a theoretical 
level, one must accept the premise that an institution 
should coordinate and integrate the various offices, 
services, and activities which are directly responsible 
for recruiting and maintaining students. The practical 
value of various enrollment management programs has, 
however, not been adequately investigated. The strengths 
and weaknesses of a program may be very dependent upon 
the institutional setting and the individuals involved; 
but there is value in more extensive research on functioning 
enrollment management programs. The author hopes to fill 
part of this void by investigating current enrollment 
management practices and the effectiveness of the programs 
in four year institutions of higher education. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN, METHODOLOGY, AND PROCEDURES 
This research endeavor was primarily descriptive and 
involved three phases. The first phase was the collection 
and analysis of questionnaires received from a stratified, 
random sample of individuals employed by four year, public 
and independent institutions of higher education. The 
same questionnaire was sent to individuals employed by 
four year, public and independent institutions of higher 
education which were identified as possibly having a formal 
enrollment management program. The final phase involved 
interviews with a sample of participants at institutions 
which were identified as having a formal enrollment 
management program. 
Description of the Sample 
Random Sample - Phase One 
The population of four year institutions from which 
the random sample was drawn was defined by utilizing 
information published by the National Center for Higher 
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). The NCHEMS 
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information was based on the Higher Education General 
Information Survey (HEGIS) data. NCHEMS' taxonomy of post¬ 
secondary institutions was deemed more useful than other 
taxonomies since it enabled the researcher to eliminate 
"specialized” institutions which were inappropriate for 
inclusion in the study. Four year, public and independent 
institutions were included in the population if they were 
classified as (1) research universities; (2) universities; 
(3) comprehensive institutions; (4) general baccalaureate 
institutions; or (5) other professional and specialized 
institutions - education schools, engineering schools, 
and business and management schools. The NCHEMS' 
classifications which were not included in this study 
were: (1) two year institutions; (2) health professional 
institutions (institutions which confer first-professional 
medical degrees and have health science as the primary 
objective); and (3) other professional and specialized 
institutions classified as (a) U.S. service schools; (b) 
law schools; (c) art, music, and design schools; (d) 
divinity schools; and (e) other health institutions. 
Utilizing NCHEMS' taxonomy and a list of institutions 
contained in one of their publications (McCoy, M. and 
Halstead, D. K. (1984). Higher education financing i_n 
the fifty states: Interstate comparisons fiscal year—1982. 
4th Ed. Boulder, CO: NCHEMS.), 512 public and 902 
independent institutions were identified for inclusion 
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in the population. 
It was determined that a sample of 132 institutions 
(64 public and 68 independent) would be necessary to achieve 
a 95% certainty that the sample did not differ from the 
population by more than 5%. It was estimated that the 
response rate could be as low as 45%; therefore, the number 
of institutions to be included in the study was defined 
as 295, 143 public and 152 independent (see Appendix B). 
The public and independent institutions on NCHEMS list 
were separately numbered and a computer program to randomly 
generate numbers was used to select the 295 institutions 
to be included in the stratified, random sample. 
Special Sample - Phase Two 
An attempt was made to identify institutions which 
have a formal enrollment management program. The list 
of possible institutions was compiled from: 
(1) Institutions which advertised in The Chronicle of 
Higher Education for a person to assume enrollment 
management functions. 
(2) Institutions listed in the 1984 Membership Directory 
of the National Association of College Admissions 
Counselors which employed an individual with a title 
that implied enrollment management. 
(3) A selection of the institutions which participated 
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in the 1984 National Conference on Enrollment 
Management. 
(4) Suggestions from two nationally known men who are 
involved in enrollment management, Dr. Don Hossler 
and Dr. Robert Lay. 
Fifty four institutions which were not included in the 
random sample were initially identified as possibly having 
a formal enrollment management program. 
One question on the survey instrument asked respondents 
to identify institutions which they believed had an 
enrollment management program. An additional 32 colleges 
which were not included in the samples were named and added 
to the "special" sample. The total number of institutions 
in the phase two sample was, therefore, 86. 
Interview Sample - Phase Three 
A sample of 10 of institutions which have an enrollment 
management program was chosen for a brief interview to 
collect additional data. This sample was selected from 
institutions included in the two previous phases and from 
institutions attending the "Leadership for Enrollment 
Management: The Next Step" conference sponsored by the 
College Board. 
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Instrumentation 
Since enrollment management is a new field, relevant 
research outcomes are limited and appropriate research 
tools are scarce. These limitations prompted the researcher 
to develop a brief survey instrument (see Appendix C) to 
expedite the study aspirations. The items focused on 
identifying the type of enrollment management program (if 
any) at the colleges, and eliciting the opinions of 
directors of admission on several enrollment management 
activities or issues. 
The steps which were followed in constructing the 
instrument were: 
(1) A draft of the survey was prepared. 
(2) Comments were obtained from the Dissertation 
Committee and a few colleagues on the items, 
wording, and clarity. 
(3) The instrument was shared with two experts in 
the field. Dr. Don Hossler and Dr. Robert Lay 
reviewed the survey, offered comments, and 
suggested additional areas which might be 
explored. 
(4) The survey was reviewed by a small group of 
Admissions Directors. 
(5) The instrument was revised. 
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Additional Data 
Demographic data were not requested in the survey 
instrument. In order to reduce the length of the 
questionnaire and to improve the accuracy of demographic 
data, several publications were utilized to collect specific 
information on the institutions. The College Entrance 
Examination Board’s The College Handbook 1985-86 was 
utilized to obtain the following information: 
(1) The state in which the institution was located. 
(2) The size of the city or town in which the 
institution was located. 
(3) The campus environment (rural, suburban, or 
urban). 
(4) The fall 1984 full-time undergraduate enrollment. 
(5) The number of applications, the number accepted, 
and the number of students who enrolled for the 
1984 freshmen class. 
The College Entrance Examination Board's The College 
Handbook 1981-82 was used to determine: 
(1) The fall 1980 full-time undergraduate enrollment. 
(2) The number of applications, the number accepted, 
and the number of students who enrolled for the 
1980 freshmen class. 
Finally, the selectivity of the institution’s admissions 
practices was determined from Barron’s Profiles of American, 
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Colleges. The publication classified colleges as most 
competitive, highly competitive, very competitive, 
competitive, less competitive, noncompetitive, or special. 
Data Collection 
A cover letter (see Appendix D) was individually 
prepared for each institution. (The cover letter which 
was sent to the special sample indicated that they were 
part of "my sample" rather than part of a "stratified, 
random sample.") The letters were addressed to the 
directors of admissions unless another individual was 
identified as more appropriate (i.e. dean of enrollment 
management). The 1984-85 Membership Directory of the 
National Association of College Admissions Counselors and 
the AACRAO Directory, 1984-85 published by the American 
Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers 
were used to obtain the names. If the institution was 
not listed in either directory, the letter was sent to 
the Director of Admissions with a generic "Dear Sir or 
Madam" salutation. 
The survey instrument was printed on blue paper to 
increase its visibility among the various papers which 
accumulate on the college administrator’s desk. Due to 
its length, the seven pages were printed front and back, 
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and stapled together. 
The cover letter; the survey; and a self-addressed, 
stamped envelope were sent to the random and initial, 
special samples on December 7, 1985. Hoping that a return 
address at the University of Massachusetts might increase 
the response rate, the response envelopes were prepared 
with the office address of the Dissertation Committee’s 
Chairman. Institutions were asked to respond by January 
7, 1986. By the response date, 192 (55%) institutions 
had returned useable surveys. A follow-up letter (see 
Appendix E); survey; and stamped, self-addressed envelope 
were mailed to the non-respondents on January 8, 1986. 
They were asked to respond by January 25, and an additional 
67 colleges complied. The final date for receipt of 
materials to be included in the study was extended to 
February 14th. By this date, 116 (81%) of the public and 
112 (74%) of the independent institutions from the random 
sample (see Appendix F), and 40 (74%) of the initial, 
special sample had responded. No further actions to 
increase the response rate were considered necessary. 
As previously stated, fifty four institutions were 
initially included in the special sample as institutions 
which may have an enrollment management program. Thirty 
two additional institutions were identified by respondents 
and letters were sent to these institutions on an ongoing 
basis. Each non-responding institution was sent follow-up 
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materials at the appropriate time. The last response date 
for these additional institutions was March 5 and 68 (79%) 
responded (see Appendix G). 
Table 6 
Survey Response Rates 
Classification Surveys Surveys 
Sent Received 
Random sample: 
Public 143 116 (81%) 
Independent 152 112 (74%) 
Total 295 228 (77%) 
Special Sample 86 68 (79%) 
Data Analysis 
The characteristics of the random sample respondents 
were compared with those of the non-respondents to determine 
the probability of significant sampling bias. Institutions 
were compared on the basis of type (public or independent), 
region of the country, size, and admissions selectivity. 
No significant (£. > 0.05) differences in the respondents 
and non-respondents were identified. 
The data from the random sample institutions were 
analyzed using the computer software package StatPac - 
Statistical Analysis Package. Various Characteristics 
62 
of the sample such as size of the institutions, location, 
number of applications for the freshman class, and the 
change in enrollment for the 1980-1984 period were explored. 
Analyses were then performed on selected items from the 
survey. These included the items regarding enrollment 
management programs, institutional predictions of their 
enrollment in 1994, and obstacles to enrollment management 
programs. Next, survey items were grouped into eleven 
indices; and institutions which have and do not have an 
enrollment management program were compared using Chi Square 
and T Test analyses. Finally, Stepwise Regression was 
conducted to determine if the presence of an enrollment 
management program was the most important factor in 
explaining the response differences on the eleven indices. 
The second phase of data analysis centered on the 
interviews which had been conducted with representatives 
from institutions which have an enrollment management 
program. The information was compiled and synthesized 
to provide an additional perspective to the data gathered 
in the survey. 
Due to the extensive data obtained from the random 
sample and the interviews, a decision was made to abandon 
the analysis of the surveys from the special sample. This 
researcher acquired more data than could be adequately 
reviewed in the current endeavor. Therefore, all analysis 
of the special survey sample and further analysis of the 
random sample were postponed for a future study. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
Introduction 
This chapter is divided into several sections. First, 
an analysis of demographic data for the sample is provided. 
Some of the information, such as change in full-time 
enrollment during a five year period, is noteworthy in 
itself. Other information will be important as it is 
related to enrollment management. An analysis of selected 
survey items is presented in section two. The extent to 
which enrollment management programs exist on college 
campuses, their effectiveness, obstacles to enrollment 
management programs, and other items from the survey are 
presented . 
The third and primary section provides a comparison 
of institutions which have and do not have an enrollment 
management program. The survey items which asked 
respondents to indicate whether or not certain activities 
existed on their campus (yes or no responses), and items 
which solicited opinions from the respondents (strongly 
agree to strongly disagree responses) were scored and 
grouped into eleven indices. Institutions are compared 
on these indices, and Chi Square and T Test analyses are 
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utilized to determine statistically significant differences. 
The fourth section is an extension of the previous 
section. In order to determine if the presence of an 
enrollment management program is the primary characteristic 
which explains the differences between institutions, 
stepwise regression analysis was performed. The results 
are reported in this section. Finally, information from 
the interviews with representatives of institutions which 
have an enrollment management program is reported in section 
five. 
Characteristics of the Sample 
The 228 responding institutions from the random sample 
were almost evenly divided on the type of institution. 
One hundred sixteen (50.9%) were public institutions while 
112 (49.1%) were independent. Every state was represented 
in the sample except Alaska, Idaho, Utah, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. Most of the responding institutions were located 
in a small city or a large town (see Table 7) and considered 
their campus environment to be suburban (see Table 8). 
The sample included institutions of all sizes. One inde¬ 
pendent institution had a fall 1984 full-time, undergraduate 
enrollment of only 95 students while the largest insti¬ 
tution, a public university, enrolled 34,770 students (see 
Table 9). The diversity of institutions can also be 
portrayed by the number of applications for the 1984 
freshmen class and the number of new students _ Tables 
10 and 11. 
Table 7 
Institutional Location 
Location Frequency Percentage 
Very Large City 30 13.2 
Large City 19 8.3 
Small City 72 31.6 
Large Town 69 30.3 
Small Town 31 13.6 
Rural 7 3.1 
Total 228 100.1 
Table 8 
Campus Environment 
Environment Frequency Percentage 
Urban 69 30.3 
Suburban 97 42.5 
Rural 62 27.2 
Total 228 100.0 
Table 9 
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-3-^^——Lime t Undergraduate Enrollment - Grouped Data 
Public Independent 
Less than 1,000 3 57 
1,000 - 1,999 11 28 
2,000 - 2,999 18 12 
3,000 - 4,999 19 10 
5,000 - 9,999 29 4 
10,000 or more 36 1 
Total 116 112 
Total 
Sample 
60 
39 
30 
29 
33 
37 
228 
Table 10 
Applications for the 1984 Freshman Class 
Public Independent Total 
Sample 
Number 96 102 198 
Minimum 241 50 50 
Maximum 14760 14398 14760 
Mean 4282 1492 2845 
Median 3048 717 1738 
Standard Deviation 3419 2040 3124 
Table 11 
1984 Freshman Class 
Number 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Median 
Standard Deviation 
Public Independent Total 
Sample 
116 112 228 
165 19 19 
6970 3252 6970 
1807 426 1129 
1306 280 662 
1348 458 1226 
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Institutions were grouped into four regions of the 
country. Although several groupings were possible, the 
states were organized according to a scheme developed by 
the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
(see Table 12). The region with the smallest number of 
institutions in the sample was the Western region while 
the Southeast-Southcentral contained the largest number 
of colleges (see Table 13). 
A review of the institutions’ admissions selectivity 
indicated that one half of the institutions were classified 
as competitive, (see Appendix H for a description of the 
selectivity classifications) Approximately two-thirds 
of the remaining institutions were classified as being 
less selective than the competitive category (see Table 
14). Due to the small numbers in several categories, the 
categories were grouped for some analyses. Most 
competitive, highly competitive, and very competitive 
institutions were considered highly competitive. The less 
competitive and noncompetitive groups were classified as 
less competitive; and the competitive group was considered 
separately. The four institutions which were classified 
as special or which were not listed in the classification 
system were eliminated from the regrouping. The 
reclassification of institutions into this scheme is 
provided in Table 15. 
Table 12 
States Included in Each Region 
Northeast Region 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
Northcentral Region 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
South Dakota 
Wisconsin 
Southeast-Southcentral Western Region 
Region 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
Oregon 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 
Table 13 
Institutions Grouped by Region of the Country 
Region 
Northeast 
Northcentral 
Southeast-Southcentral 
Western 
Total 
Frequency_Percentage 
59 25.9 
66 28.9 
71 31.1 
32 14.0 
228 99.9 
Table 14 
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Classification of Institutions According to Barron's 
Admissions Selectivity Scale -- 
Classification_Frequency_Percentage 
Most Competitive 3 1.3 
Highly Competitive 11 4.8 
Very Competitive 24 10.5 
Competitive 114 50.0 
Less Competitive 60 26.3 
Noncompetitive 12 5.3 
Special or No Rating 4 1.8 
Total 228 100.0 
Table 15 
Classification of Institutions According to Grouped 
Admissions Selectivity 
Public Independent Total 
Sample 
Highly Competitive 13 25 38 
Competitive 60 54 114 
Less Competitive 43 29 72 
Total 116 108 224 
Note. The four institutions classified as special or for 
which no rating was given have been eliminated. 
The changes in full-time undergraduate enrollment 
for the period of fall 1980 to fall 1984 were minor for 
the entire sample (see Table 16). The mean change was 
-0.108% while the median was -0.50%. There were, however, 
dramatic variances in the sample; and this was reflected 
in the large standard deviations. For example, one 
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institution experienced a 60.3% decrease in enrollment 
during the five year period while another institution 
witnessed a 75.7% growth. These striking differences in 
the sample became clearer when the data were segmented. 
The mean and median for public institutions reflected a 
gain in enrollment during the five year period while the 
enrollment for independent institutions decreased. Further 
analysis indicated that the only grouping of institutions 
by size which experienced loses (mean and median) was 
institutions with 1984 full-time undergraduate enrollment 
of less than than 1,000; and the largest losses occurred 
in institutions which were located in the Northcentral 
region, and in those which have rural environments. 
Institutions classified as most competitive, highly 
competitive, and noncompetitive experienced the largest 
gains during the period while losses were experienced by 
institutions classified as competitive or for which no 
rating was given. 
Each institution’s change in enrollment during the 
five year period was classified as being below, or equal 
to or above the median change for all institutions. A 
Chi Square test of significance was used to determine if 
the change in enrollment for a particular group of 
institutions was a chance occurrence. The tests 
demonstrated that the differences in enrollment for the 
five year period were significant for institutions grouped 
Table 16 
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ffTie?980etohFan 1984°tal FuU~tlme Enrollment fro. 
Median 
% Change 
Mean 
% Change 
S.D. N Pet. 
For entire sample 
-0.5 
-0.108 16.271 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 1.8 3.097 15.505 116 50.9 
Independent 
-3.8 
-3.429 16.446 112 49.1 
Region of Country 
Northeast 1.3 3.249 16.281 59 25.9 
Northcentral 
-4.0 
-3.265 16.269 66 28.9 
Southeast- 
Southcentral 
-0.6 
-1.183 11.956 71 31.1 
Western 1.9 2.597 22.628 32 14.0 
Admissions Selectivity 
Most Competitive 6.8 3.733 6.018 3 1.3 
Highly Competitive 8.2 5.882 4.818 11 4.8 
Very Competitive 0.6 3.000 12.254 24 10.5 
Competitive 
-2.2 -2.646 15.837 114 50.0 
Less Competitive 
-1.6 0.778 19.050 60 26.3 
Noncompetitive 7.0 8.883 17.567 12 5.3 
No Rating 
-1.1 -6.050 14.420 4 1.8 
1984 Total Enrollment 
Less Than 1000 -10.3 -6.940 19.756 60 26.3 
1000-1999 0.2 1.333 13.822 39 17.1 
2000-2999 2.0 1.920 12.475 30 13.2 
3000-4999 2.9 2.507 13.334 29 12.7 
5000-9999 2.5 4.288 18.500 33 14.5 
10000 or more 1.5 1.835 12.230 37 16.2 
Campus Environment 
Urban 0.2 0.414 13.288 69 30.3 
Suburban 1.5 2.270 16.665 97 42.5 
Rural -4.2 -4.411 18.049 62 27.2 
Note. The percentage change in full-time undergraduate enrollments 
between 1980 and 1984 were calculated as follows: ((1984 - 1980) / 
1980) times 100. 
by type (public or 
institutional size 
independent), campus environment, and 
(see Tables 17 - 19) . 
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Table 17 
Chi Square Analysis on Change of Full-time Under graduate 
Enrollment During the 1980 - 1984 Period for Institutions 
Grouped by Type of Institution 
Type of College - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY - - - - 
Change in Enrollment - (X Axis) 
Decrease 
Less Than 
Median 
Increase 
More Than 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 46 70 116 
Row % 39.7 60.3 
Public Column % 40.4 61.4 50.9 
Total % 20.2 30.7 
Number 68 44 112 
Row % 60.7 39.3 
Independent Column % 59.6 38.6 49.1 
Total % 29.8 19.3 
Column N 114 114 228 
Column % 50.0 50.0 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 9.284 Yule’s Q = -.403 
Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.002 
Contingency coeff. = . 198 
Table 18 
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Chi Square Analysis on Change of Full-time Under,r„h„  
Enrollment During the 1980 - 1984 Period for 
Grouped by Size of Institution - 
1984 Total Enrollment - (Y Axis) 
---- BY 
Change in Enrollment - (X Axis) 
Decrease 
Less Than 
Median 
Increase 
More Than 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 46 14 60 
Less than Row % 76.7 23.3 
1000 Column % 40.4 12.3 26.3 
Total % 20.2 6. 1 
Number 19 20 39 
Row % 48.7 51.3 
1000-1999 Column % 16.7 17.5 17.1 
Total % 8.3 8.8 
Number 11 19 30 
Row % 36.7 63.3 
2000-2999 Column % 9.6 16.7 13.2 
Total % 4.8 8.3 
Number 10 19 29 
Row % 34.5 65.5 
3000-4999 Column % 8.8 16.7 12.7 
Total % 4.4 8.3 
Number 11 22 33 
Row % 33.3 66.7 
5000-9999 Column % 9.6 19.3 14.5 
Total % 4.8 9.6 
Number 17 20 37 
Row % 45.9 54.1 
10000 Column % 14.9 17.5 16.2 
or more Total % 7.5 8.8 
Column N 114 114 228 
Column % 50.0 50.0 100.0 
Chi square = 25.929 Gamma = .352 
Degrees of freedom = 5 
Probability of chance = 0.000 
Contingency coeff. = . 32 
Table 19 
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Chi Square Analysis on Change of Full-time Undergraduate 
Enrollment During the 1980 - 1984 Period lor InstiMitinnc 
Grouped by Campus Environment * "— 
Campus Environment - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY --- 
Enrollment Change - (X Axis) 
Decrease 
Less Than 
Median 
Increase 
More Than 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 32 37 69 
Row % 46.4 53.6 
Urban Column % 28.1 32.5 30.3 
Total % 14.0 16.2 
Number 42 55 97 
Row % 43.3 56.7 
Suburban Column % 36.8 48.2 42.5 
Total % 18.4 24.1 
Number 40 22 62 
Row % 64.5 35.5 
Rural Column % 35.1 19.3 27.2 
Total % 17.5 9.6 
Column N 114 114 228 
Column % 50.0 50.0 100.0 
Chi square = 7.33 Gamma 
Degrees of freedom = 2 
Probability of chance = 0.026 
Contingency coef f . = .176 
-.214 
Researchers have forecast that institutions located 
in the Northeast and Northcentral regions, independent 
institutions, and less selective institutions will be the 
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most affected by the decline in college age students which 
will occur through the mid 1990s. For the institutions 
in the sample, it appears that some may already be 
experiencing the impact. The major deviation from the 
forecasts is the enrollment change for Northeast region 
institutions. The colleges and universities in this region 
experienced mean enrollment increases which were higher 
than any other region. The median increase for Northeastern 
institutions was second to the Western region. 
Data on the number of admissions applications received 
and the number of accepted students for the fall semester, 
1984 were published for 198 institutions. Approximately 
77% of the students were accepted by the institutions in 
the sample; and there was only a two percent difference 
in the acceptance rates for public and independent 
institutions (see Table 20). As previously stated, small 
institutions, colleges located in the Northcentral and 
Southeast - Southcentral regions, and colleges which have 
a rural campus environment had the largest percentage of 
enrollment loss during the five year period. Table 20 
indicates that the types of institutions which experienced 
the largest declines during the five year period accepted 
the highest percentage of their applicants in 1984. As 
one would anticipate, institutions with a low admissions 
selectivity rating had a higher acceptance rate. The median 
rate of acceptance for most competitive institutions was 
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Table 20 
Percentage of 1984 Freshman Applicants Who Were Accepted 
Median 
Pet. 
Mean 
Pet. 
S.D. N Pet. 
For sample 79.3 76.815 14.899 198 86.8 
Type of College 
Public 77.5 77.801 14.128 96 48.5 
Independent 80.3 75.886 15.602 102 51.5 
Region of Country 
Northeast 68.7 69.926 14.108 53 26.8 
Northcentral 83.8 81.646 12.536 57 28.8 
Southeast- 
Southcentral 82.5 78.197 15.335 60 30.3 
Western 76.8 77.057 15.803 28 14.1 
Admissions Selectivity 
Most Competitive 33.9 37.267 6.536 3 1.5 
Highly Competitive 52.1 53.618 12.631 11 5.6 
Very Competitive 70.9 70.708 14.700 24 12.1 
Competitive 78.9 77.874 10.971 98 49.5 
Less Competitive 86.3 81.772 13.710 50 25.3 
Noncompetitive 99.6 95.875 5.902 8 4.0 
No Rating 79.0 80.850 6.662 4 2.0 
1984 Total Enrollment 
Less Than 1000 84.1 81.814 13.537 50 25.3 
1000-1999 80.2 77.761 13.003 36 18.2 
2000-2999 72.0 73.896 17.978 27 13.6 
3000-4999 71.6 73.632 15.209 25 12.6 
5000-999 71.2 70.976 16.455 25 12.6 
10000 or more 77.9 77.394 13.004 35 17.7 
Campus Environment 
Urban 75.7 75.036 15.127 58 29.3 
Suburban 76.2 73.985 15.680 87 43.9 
Rural 85.5 83.406 11.058 53 26.8 
Note. Data was published for 198 colleges, 86.8% of the entire sample. 
33.9%, while 99.6% of the applicants to noncompetitive 
colleges and universities were accepted. 
One hundred and eighty seven institutions published 
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data on the number of 1980 and 1984 applications received 
and accepted. The mean for all institutions indicated 
that the institutions accepted approximately the same 
percentage of their 1984 applicants as they did in 1980 
(see Table 21). The region of the country which had the 
highest loss of enrollment during the five year period 
and which had the highest acceptance percentage in 1984, 
the Northcentral, was also the most selective region. The 
colleges in this region reduced their acceptance rate by 
an average of 1.264%. The differences in median acceptance 
rates based on institutional size and campus environment 
were minor. The mean change for rural institutions 
indicated that they accepted a higher percent of their 
applicants in 1984. The differences based on selectivity 
were more varied; but the number of institutions in several 
categories were too small for meaningful comparisons. 
The percentage of accepted students who enrolled (the 
"yield") in the fall 1984 for the 198 institutions in the 
sample was 56.4% (see Table 22). Although this is an 
important figure for institutions on an annual basis, a 
comparison of the change in percentages for the fall 1984 
and fall 1980 class provided more information (see Table 
23). The mean difference for 187 institutions on which 
the calculation could be performed indicated that their 
yield decreased by about 5%. The largest declines in the 
medians were for independent institutions, institutions 
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Table 21 
Percentage Difference in Acceptance Rates Between 1984 and 1980 
Median 
% Change 
Mean 
% Change 
S.D. N Pet. 
For sample 
-0.3 0.606 12.098 187 82.0 
Type of College 
Public 
-1.0 0.531 10.792 88 47.1 
Independent 
-0.5 0.674 13.205 99 52.9 
Region of Country 
Northeast 0.8 2.419 13.056 53 28.3 
Northcentral -1.4 -1.264 10.168 55 29.4 
Southeast- 
Southcentral -0.5 -0.605 12.546 56 29.9 
Western 1.4 3.852 12.482 23 12.3 
Admissions Selectivity 
Most Competitive 5.5 3.133 7.727 3 1.6 
Highly Competitive 3.5 0.310 9.131 10 5.3 
Very Competitive -0.3 0.625 11.375 24 12.8 
Competitive -0.1 1.476 10.635 95 50.8 
Less Competitive -2.3 -2.109 14.516 46 24.6 
Noncompetitive 0.0 -2.840 6.912 5 2.7 
No Rating 9.7 14.225 24.772 4 2.1 
1984 Total Enrollment 
Less than 1000 -0.9 1.058 15.687 48 25.7 
1000-1999 1.0 1.149 9.259 35 18.7 
2000-2999 -0.3 -0.104 14.899 24 12.8 
3000-4999 -0.6 -1.064 9.893 25 13.4 
5000-9999 0.9 0.673 11.960 22 11.8 
10000 or more -0.3 1.112 8.241 33 17.6 
Campus Environment 
Urban -1.6 -0.182 13.121 56 29.9 
Suburban -0.3 0.081 11.546 81 43.3 
Rural -0.1 2.340 11.852 50 26.7 
Note. Figures were calculated by subtracting the 1980 acceptance 
percentage from the 1984 percentage. A positive figure indicates 
the colleges in the group accepted a higher percent of their applicants 
in 1984. Data was available for 187 institutions, 82.0% of the entire 
sample. 
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Table 22 
Percentage of Accepted Students Who Enrolled - Fall 1984 
Median 
Pet. 
Mean 
Pet. 
S.D. N Pet. 
For sample 54.5 56.418 16.393 198 86.8 
Type of College 
Public 61.9 61.260 16.125 96 48.5 
Independent 49.3 51.861 15.372 102 51.5 
Region of Country 
Northeast 43.8 46.887 14.556 53 26.8 
Northcentral 60.9 61.458 14.690 57 28.8 
Southeast- 
Southcentral 54.7 60.377 15.923 60 30.3 
Western 54.3 55.718 16.842 28 14.1 
Admissions Selectivity 
Most Competitive 51.2 52.433 7.922 3 1.5 
Highly Competitive 41.4 40.655 7.933 11 5.6 
Very Competitive 53.6 52.475 13.737 24 12.1 
Competitive 53.8 54.867 15.812 98 49.5 
Less Competitive 66.4 63.830 16.495 50 25.3 
Noncompetitive 70.8 62.762 19.089 8 4.0 
No Rating 56.9 59.075 20.163 4 2.0 
1984 Total Enrollment 
Less than 1000 51.7 55.984 16.805 50 25.3 
1000-1999 49.2 52.817 17.294 36 18.2 
2000-2999 51.2 55.985 16.608 27 13.6 
3000-4999 56.4 57.932 16.615 25 12.6 
5000-9999 60.9 60.040 19.218 25 12.6 
10000 or more 58.1 57.409 12.211 35 17.7 
Campus Environment 
Urban 56.5 58.409 15.274 58 29.3 
Suburban 51.4 54.395 16.222 87 43.9 
Rural 55.4 57.560 17.735 53 26.8 
Note. Data was available for 198 institutions, 86.8% of the enrire 
sample. 
Table 23 
Difference in the Percentage of Accepted Students Who Enrolled - 1Q80 
to 1984 -— 
Median 
% Change 
Mean 
% Change 
S.D. N Pet. 
For sample 
-5.4 
-4.973 12.437 187 82.0 
Type of College 
Public 
-4.6 
-3.755 13.275 88 47.1 
Independent -6.4 -6.056 11.601 99 52.9 
Region of Country 
Northeast -4.8 -4.375 12.406 53 28.3 
Northcentral -5.3 -3.722 11.855 55 29.4 
Southeast- 
Southcentral -6.8 -5.412 11.168 56 29.9 
Western -5.5 -8.270 16.446 23 12.3 
Admissions Selectivity 
Most Competitive -4.9 -4.333 3.683 3 1.6 
Highly Competitive -4.0 -4.250 4.741 10 5.3 
Very Competitive -5.8 -2.829 9.729 24 12.8 
Competitive -5.5 -5.374 12.458 95 50.8 
Less Competitive -7.3 -5.828 15.218 46 24.6 
Noncompetitive -0.8 -1.360 5.914 5 2.7 
No Rating -3.8 -5.275 18.083 4 2.1 
1984 Total Enrollment 
Less Than 1000 -7.7 -5.244 15.565 48 25.7 
1000-1999 -5.9 -4.343 9.895 35 18.7 
2000-2999 -8.1 -5.192 12.024 24 12.8 
3000-4999 -3.3 -1.964 8.126 25 13.4 
5000-9999 -4.9 -5.159 11.851 22 11.8 
1000 or more -5.3 -7.242 13.436 33 17.6 
Campus Environment 
Urban -6.4 -6.343 11.468 56 29.9 
Suburban -4.9 -5.665 12.087 81 43.3 
Rural -5.3 -2.316 13.813 50 26.7 
Note. A negative figure indicates that the percentage of accepted 
"students who enrolled in 1984 was less than the percentage for 1980. 
Data was available for 187 institutions, 82.0% of the entire sample. 
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located in the Southeast-Southcentral region, less selective 
institutions, colleges with enrollments of 2000 to 2999, 
and institutions with an urban environment. Since the 
yield has decreased in every category, it appears that 
either (1) students were applying to college and then not 
enrolling, or (2) the number of multiple applications which 
students submit to colleges was higher in 1984 than in 
1980. 
Analysis of Selected Survey Items 
The survey instrument asked respondents to indicate 
the type of enrollment management program, if any, which 
existed on their campuses. The four models described by 
Kemerer, Baldridge and Green (Marketing Committee, Staff 
Coordinator, Matrix System, and Enrollment Management 
Division) were briefly described to provide a basis for 
the respondents to decide if their structures were similar 
to one of the four models. For example, the description 
for the Marketing Committee included the fact that its 
jurisdiction was not restricted to admissions functions. 
The item included the statement, "In addition to analysis 
of admissions data, activities include research on campus 
issues and student life, evaluation of programs and 
services, and review of promotional literature. The 
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description should have enabled a respondent to decide 
if they had a Marketing Committee as opposed to an 
Admissions Committee. Two other choices were also 
provided. Respondents could indicate that they did not 
have any enrollment management program on their campus, 
or that they had a type which did not coincide with one 
of the four defined structures. Respondents who checked 
"other” were asked to briefly describe their structure. 
Some of the respondents who checked "other" had an 
enrollment management structure but did not check one of 
the four models because their structure did not include 
the same departments as listed in the descriptions of the 
four models. A few institutions described their "other" 
structure in such a manner that it was questionable whether 
it was truly an enrollment management program. The 
responses were, nevertheless, accepted as provided. 
Over one-half of the respondents indicated that they 
have an enrollment management structure operating on their 
campus. Most of these institutions utilized a Marketing 
Committee or an "other" structure^ (see Table 24). Since 
^More than one structure currently exists on a few 
campuses. In such cases, the most advanced structure was 
coded. For example, if an institution indicated that they 
have a Marketing Committee and an Enrollment Management 
Division, the response was coded as an Enrollment Management 
Division. 
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(1) some of the "other” responses were very close to one 
of the four models, (2) many colleges adopted the structure 
or changed structures within the last three years, and 
(3) there is no "ideal" structure for every campus; the 
responses were grouped for analysis. Institutions which 
indicated that they utilized one of the four models or 
their own structure were grouped together for further 
analysis . 
Table 24 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by Institutional 
Lype 
Structure Public Independ- Total 
dent Sample 
N (%) N (%) N (%) 
Marketing Committee 18 20 38 (16.7) 
Staff Coordinator 16 6 22 (09.7) 
Matrix System 
Enrollment Management 
9 7 16 (07.0) 
Division 4 15 19 (08.4) 
Other Structure 16 23 39 (17.2) 
Total - Some Program 63 (54.3) 71 (64.0) 134 (59.0) 
None 53 (45.7) 40 (36.0) 93 (41.0) 
Grand Total 116 (100.0) 111 (100.0) 227 (100.0) 
Most institutions which do not currently have an 
enrollment management program apparently recognize its 
value. Eighty two institutions which do not currently 
have an enrollment management program responded to the 
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question, "If you are not currently using any organizational 
structure developed to enhance enrollment management, do 
you anticipate a reorganization for this purpose within 
the next five years?" Almost three fourths (60 
institutions) answered affirmatively. 
Tables 25 to 28 provide information on the presence 
of an enrollment program at institutions grouped by several 
characteristics. Independent institutions indicated that 
they have an enrollment management program more often than 
public institutions, and programs were more prevalent at 
institutions which were grouped as highly competitive. 
Fewer Western institutions have enrollment management 
programs than colleges and universities in other regions 
while institutions which have enrollments between 2000 
and 2999 had the highest percentage of programs. Also, 
institutions which experienced increases in their full-time 
enrollment for the last five years had a higher percentage 
of programs than institutions which experienced decreases 
of more than the median percentage of change. An analysis 
of the data for these groupings, however, did not indicate 
statistically significant differences. Chi Square tests 
on the presence of some enrollment management structure 
for each segmentation indicated that the probability of 
a chance occurrence was greater than .05. 
Table 25 
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Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by Admissions 
Selectivity 
No Some Total 
Structure Structure 
N (%)N (%)n 
Highly Competitive 11 (28.9) 27 (71.1) 38 
Competitive 48 (42.1) 66 (57.9) 114 
Less Competitive 33 (46.5) 38 (53.5) 71 
Total 92 (41.3) 131 (58.7) 223 
Table 26 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by Region of the 
Country 
No Some Total 
Structure Structure 
N (%) N (%) N 
Northeast 25 (42.4) 34 (57.6) 59 
Nor thcentral 
Southeast- 
26 (40.0) 39 (60.0) 65 
Southcentral 27 (38.0) 44 (62.0) 71 
West 15 (46.9) 17 (53.1) 32 
Total 93 (41.0) 134 (59.0) 227 
Table 27 
Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by Size 
No Some Total 
Structure Structure 
N (%) N (%) N 
Less than 1000 26 (44.1) 33 (55.9) 59 
1000 - 1999 18 (46.2) 21 (53.8) 39 
2000 - 2999 9 (30.0) 21 (70.0) 30 
3000 - 4999 14 (48.3) 15 (51.7) 29 
5000 - 9999 13 (39.4) 20 (60.6) 33 
10000 or more 13 (35.1) 24 (64.9) 37 
Total 93 (41.0) 134 (59.0) 227 
Table 28 
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Enrollment Management Programs - Grouped by Change in Full- 
time Undergraduate Enrollment for 1980 to 1984 --- 
No Some Total 
Structure Structure 
N (%)N (%)N 
Decreased more 
than median 
49 (43.4) O'
 
(56.6) 113 
Increased more 
than median 
44 (38.6) 70 (61.4) 114 
Total 93 (41.0) 134 (59.0) 227 
Respondents were asked to identify any institutions 
of which they were aware that have a formal enrollment 
management program. Only six institutions were identified 
four or more times. Carnegie-Mellon University, DePaul 
University, East Texas State University, Boston College, 
Bradley University, and the University of Rochester were 
the institutions most known for their enrollment management 
programs. 
Respondents who have an enrollment management program 
on their campus were asked to indicate the offices, 
departments, and individuals which were included in their 
program. The answers were varied and a "typical situation 
could not be determined. Admissions and financial aid 
offices, however, were invariably included in the models; 
and Marketing Committees had a broad representation which 
usually included faculty members as well as administrators. 
Respondents were also asked, "If you were going to 
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create at your institution the 'ideal’ Enrollment Management 
Division which would be charged with coordinating all 
activities aimed at maintaining the enrollment of the 
institution, which offices would you place within the 
division?" More than two-thirds of the sample indicated 
that it was "essential" to have admissions (98.6%), 
retention (90.4%), financial aid (90.3%), marketing (80.4%), 
academic advising (73.6%), and orientation (70.9%) in the 
division. Institutional research was cited as essential 
by 64.4% of the respondents; while no other office or 
department in the survey item was listed as essential more 
than 50% of the time. 
Space was provided for respondents to indicate other 
departments which should be included in the ideal enrollment 
management division. Several responses reflected the 
organizational structure of the institution. For example, 
some colleges apparently have a recruiting office which 
is separate from the admissions office, and indicated that 
it should be part of the enrollment management division. 
Most of the responses, however, demonstrated that the 
individuals have not read or do not understand the 
literature on enrollment management. They would include 
in their enrollment management division such offices as 
food service, security, computing center, bursar, and the 
president. 
The influence of enrollment management programs on 
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the quality or quantity of the student populations could 
not be ascertained. Enrollment management is such a new 
concept for most institutions that there has been 
insufficient time for the impact, if any, to be 
experienced. One hundred sixteen institutions indicated 
when their current program was initiated; and fifty percent 
of these stated that it was started during or since the 
1983-84 academic year (see Table 29). A subjective 
evaluation on the effectiveness of their program was, 
however, solicited from the respondents. Respondents were 
asked to evaluate their current and previous enrollment 
management programs on a scale of 1 (not effective) to 
9 (very effective); and two hundred rating were provided 
(see Table 30). Although the effectiveness of any 
enrollment management program is dependent upon the 
institution and the individuals involved, the responses 
clearly indicated that a more structured approach was 
considered to be more effective. The highest mean and median 
scores were provided for Enrollment Management Divisions 
while the structure with the lowest mean and median scores 
was the Marketing Committee. The responses to the 
effectiveness of no enrollment management program were 
the lowest mean and median scores. 
One survey item listed eight items which "may be 
obstacles to enrollment management efforts (or increased 
efforts) at your institution. Individuals were asked 
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Table 30 
Effectiveness of Enrollment Management Programs 
Structure N Mean Median Ranee 
Enrollment Management 
Division 15 7.1 7.0 5-9 
Other 32 6.4 6.0 3-9 
Matrix System 22 6.2 6.0 3-9 
Staff Coordinator 28 5.6 6.5 1 - 9 
Marketing Committee 56 4.8 5.0 1 - 8 
None 47 3.6 3.0 1 - 9 
Total 200 
Note: Respondents were asked to indicate effectiveness 
on a scale of 1 (not effective) to 9 (very effective). 
to respond to each item with an indication that the item 
was not an obstacle, or to rate it on a scale of 1 (little 
obstacle) to 7 (significant obstacle). Colleges considered 
financial resources to be the most significant obstacle 
and lack of leadership to be the least important (see Table 
31). Forty three percent of the respondents did not list 
any obstacle as being more important than financial 
resources . 
There were many ways to segment the data on obstacles 
to enrollment management efforts. Two that were selected 
were differences between institutions whose full-time 
undergraduate enrollment increased or decreased more than 
the median, and institutions which did and did not have 
some type of enrollment management program. Tables 32 
Table 31 
92 
Obstacles to Enrollment Management Efforts 
Obstacle N Mean S. D. 
Financial resources 214 4.206 2.159 
Lack of research 213 3.958 2.135 
Commitment of key 
administrators or faculty 
members to the purposes of 
enrollment management 209 3.455 2.112 
Time 211 3.303 2.209 
Personalities of key 
administrators or 
faculty members 213 3.028 2.092 
The need for enrollment 
management is not 
perceived 204 2.828 2.335 
Expertise - knowledge of 
what to do and how to do it 211 2.820 1.961 
Lack of leadership 206 2.505 2.067 
Note: Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to 
which items were an obstacle on a scale on 1 (little 
obstacle) to 7 (significant obstacle). 
and 33 indicate that there are important differences for 
both of these groupings. Institutions which experienced 
enrollment changes greater than the median scored only 
one item (expertise) as more significant than institutions 
that lost enrollment. Institutions which have enrollment 
management programs scored two items (time and financial 
resources) as being more of an obstacle than institutions 
93 
which do not have programs. These items would be considered 
as obstacles to increased efforts for institutions that 
already have an enrollment management program. Institutions 
without an enrollment management program considered the 
remaining six items to be more of an obstacle to enrollment 
management activities than institutions which have a 
program; and the differences were statistically significant 
at the .05 level. 
Respondents were given the opportunity to list other 
obstacles to enrollment management efforts. Only a few 
institutions provided additional items, but several items 
would probably be obstacles on other campuses. The items 
cited were: full campus commitment, change in key personnel, 
territoriality issues, organizational traditions, size 
of the institution, inadequate public relations office, 
too many layers of governance, lack of staff, politics, 
and internal structure. 
The survey solicited information on the institution’s 
persistence rate to the sophomore year, the four year 
graduation rate, and the five year graduation rate. Many 
respondents did not answer one or more of these questions, 
indicated that the figures were approximates, or provided 
a response which was divisible by five (e.g., 65%, 70%, 
75%). Few colleges provided a percentage which was carried 
to the first decimal place (i.e., 63.4%). The information 
provided, therefore, was very questionable; and one can 
Table 32 
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Obstacles to Enrollment Management Efforts - Grouped by 
Institutions Which Gained or Lost More Full-time L L 
^ndergraduate Students Than the Median During the 1980-1984 
Lost Gained 
Obstacle 
more than 
median 
N Mean 
more than 
median 
N Mean 
Financial resources 109 4.294 105 4.114 
Lack of research 109 4.037 104 3.875 
Commitment of key 
administrators or faculty 
members to the purposes of 
enrollment management 105 3.629 104 3.279 
T ime 106 3.491 105 3.114 
Personalities of key 
administrators or 
faculty members 108 3.185 105 2.867 
The need for enrollment 
management is not 
perceived 104 2.846 100 2.810 
Expertise - knowledge of 
what to do and how to do it 107 2.794 104 2.846 
Lack of leadership 105 2.514 101 2.495 
Note: Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to 
which items were an obstacle on a scale on 1 (little 
obstacle) to 7 (significant obstacle). 
Table 33 
95 
Obstacles to Enrollment Management Efforts - Grouped bv 
Presence of Enrollment Management Program 
Some N o 
Enrollment Enrollment 
Management Management 
Program Program 
Obstacle N Mean N Mean 
Lack of research* 
128 4.250 85 4.106 
127 3.661 85 4.365 
Commitment of key 
administrators or faculty 
members to the purposes of 
enrollment management* 126 2.937 83 4.241 
Time 126 3.444 85 3.094 
Personalities of key 
administrators or 
faculty members* 128 2.617 84 3.631 
The need for enrollment 
management is not 
perceived* 122 2.041 82 4.000 
Expertise - knowledge of 
what to do and how to do it** 127 2.638 84 3.095 
Lack of leadership* 124 1.855 82 3.488 
* One tailed T Test probability less than .01 
** One tailed T Test probability less than .05 
Note: Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to 
which items were an obstacle on a scale on 1 (little 
obstacle) to 7 (significant obstacle). 
conclude that either (1) the institution did not collect 
the data (a fact that was mentioned by a few institutions), 
96 
(2) the information was not available to the respondent, 
or (3) the respondent did not take the time to look up the 
figures. The data obtained are provided in Tables 34 - 36. 
Table 34 
Retention Percentag es for the Freshman to the Sophomore 
Year 
Public Independent Total 
Sample 
(N=95) (N= 100) (N = 19 5) 
(%) (%) (%) 
Minimum 24 25 24 
Maximum 96 98 98 
Mean 69.2 78.0 73.7 
Median 70 80 75 
Standard 
Deviation 12.6 13.3 13.7 
Table 35 
Percentage of Students Who Graduate in Four Years 
Public Independent Total 
Sample 
(N=81) (N=92) (N= 17 3) 
(%) (%) W - 
Minimum 8 20 8 
Maximum 75 91 91 
Mean 41.6 58.6 50.6 
Median 40 60 50 
Standard 
Deviation 14.1 16.4 17.5 
Table 36 
Percentage of Students Who Graduate in Five Years 
Public Independent Total 
Sample 
(N=68) (N=67) (N-135) 
w (%) (%) 
Minimum 10 32 10 
Maximum 80 95 95 
Mean 49.6 65.4 57.4 
Median 50 65 58 
Standard 
Deviation 14.7 15.1 16.9 
Given the fact that there will be a drastic decline 
in college age students until the mid 1990s and the fact 
that many of the institutions experienced substantial 
declines between 1980 and 1984, it was surprising to note 
almost half of the responding institutions predicted that 
their enrollments would be very stable for the period of 
1984 to 1994 (see Table 37). One hundred ten colleges 
and universities (48.9%) projected that their enrollment 
would change less than plus or minus five percent during 
this period. Only 41 institutions (18.2%) believed that 
their enrollment would decrease by more than five percent 
The highest percentages of institutions which predicted 
increases of more than five percent were independent 
colleges, colleges with enrollments of less than 1000 
full-time undergraduate students, Western region 
institutions, and schools which are classified as less 
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Table 37 
Institutional Predictions on the Change in Their Full-time 
Undergraduate Enrollment Between 1984 and 1994 
Change in Enrollment_Frequency Percent 
Increase of 
more than 20% 1A 6.2 
16-20% 11 A.9 
11-15% 13 5.8 
06-10% 36 16.0 
Subtotal (7A) 
About the same 
(+ or - 5%) 110 A8.9 
Decrease of 
06-10% 26 11.6 
11-15% 9 A. 0 
16-20% A 1.8 
more than 20% 2 0.9 
Subtotal (Al) 
Total 225 
(32.9) 
(18.2) 
competitive. The colleges and universities which more 
often projected declines were public institutions, 
Northcentral institutions, competitive colleges, and 
colleges with full-time undergraduate enrollments between 
3000 and A999 (see Tables 38 - Al). 
Table 38, in addition to listing the institutional 
predictions grouped by region, provides the Western 
Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) data 
which was previously cited. WICHE’s information is on 
the change in high school graduates by the regions for 
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Table 40 
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Institutional Predictions on their Change in Their Full-time 
Under graduate Enrollment Between 1984 and 1994: Grouped  
by Admissions Selectivity " “ L 
Highly Less 
Competitive Competitive Competitive 
N%N%N % 
Increase of 
more than 20% 0 6 5.4 8 11.3 
16-20% 1 2.6 4 3.6 6 8.5 
11-15% 1 2.6 8 7.1 4 5.6 
06-10% 6 15.8 18 16.1 9 12.7 
Subtotal (8) (21.0) (36) (32.1) (27) (38.0) 
About the same 
(+ or - 5%) 27 71. 1 53 47.3 30 42.3 
Decrease of 
06-10% 1 2.6 15 13.4 9 12.7 
11-15% 2 5.3 4 3.6 3 4.2 
16-20% 0 3 2.7 1 1.4 
more than 20% 0 1 0.9 1 1.4 
Subtotal (3) (7.9) (23) (20.6) (14) (19.7) 
Total 38 100.0 112 100.0 71 100.0 
Table 41 
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Institutional Predictions on the Change in Their Full-timP 
Undergraduate Enrollment Between 1984 and 1994: Grouped- 
by Institutional Type " “ K— 
Public 
Change in Enrollment_N% 
Independent 
N % 
Increase of 
more than 20% 5 4.3 9 8.2 
16-20% 6 5.2 5 4.5 
11-15% 7 6.1 6 5.5 
06-10% 
Subtotal 
18 15.7 
(36) (31.3) 
18 16.4 
(38) 
About the same 
(+ or - 5%) 52 45.2 58 52.7 
Decrease of 
06-10% 16 13.9 10 9.1 
11-15% 6 5.2 3 2.7 
16-20% 4 3.5 0 
more than 20% 
Subtotal 
1 0.9 
(27) (23.5) 
1 0.9 
(14) 
Total 115 100.0 110 100.0 
(34.6) 
(12.7) 
the period of 1981 to about 1994. Only four colleges 
predicted that they would experience declines in enrollment 
that would be comparable to the decline in high school 
graduates. 
One survey item asked, "Do you regularly adjust 
enrollment projections for future semesters based on pre- 
registration reports, withdrawal notifications, transcript 
requests and similar information? The majority of 
institutions (56%) indicated that they do not make such 
projections (see Table 42). Only 50 institutions (22.6%) 
monitor their enrollments on at least a monthly basis. 
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Table 42 
Institutional Pro lections for Enrollments 
Frequency 
Do not adjust projections 123 
Adjust projections: 
Annually 7 
Semi-annually 4 
Quarterly 9 
Twice a semester 2 
Once a semester 9 
Monthly 36 
Biweekly 5 
Weekly 9 
Yes - frequency not specified 17 
Total 221 
Comparison of Institutions Which Have and Do Not Have 
Enrollment Management Programs 
Introduction 
The majority of the survey instrument contained items 
which solicited opinions of the respondents and determined 
whether or not specific activities occurred on the campus. 
These corresponded to items in the literature which indicate 
that the institution is taking positive steps regarding 
enrollment management issues. The items were grouped into 
eleven areas and the responses were translated to a numeric 
104 
score. Activity items were scored as 1 (no) or 2 (yes). 
Opinion questions were scored as 1 (strongly disagree), 
2 (disagree), 4 (agree), and 5 (strongly agree). 
The sample was segmented five separate ways to 
determine if there were significant differences in the 
responses. Institutions were grouped according to (1) 
control (independent or private), (2) size, (3) admissions 
selectivity, (4) whether their enrollment increased or 
decreased more than the median percentage during the 1980 
- 1984 period, and (5) the presence of an enrollment 
management program. T Tests were performed on the three 
segmentations which have dichotomous variables. One tailed 
T Tests were used to determine if the mean scores for 
colleges with enrollment management programs were 
significantly higher than the scores for colleges without 
programs, and if independent colleges scored significantly 
higher than public institutions. A two tailed T Test was 
used to determine if colleges which lost more than the 
median percentage of enrollment during the 1980 - 1984 
period scored significantly differently (higher or lower) 
than those that gained enrollment. The scores were also 
grouped below, or at or above the median; and the 
nonparametric Chi Square test was performed. 
The segmentation which most often indicated significant 
differences was the presence of an enrollment management 
program. Colleges with some type of enrollment management 
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program scored higher in all eleven areas than institutions 
which did not have an enrollment management program. The 
T Test on the means indicated that the differences were 
statistically significant (.05 level) every time. The 
Chi Square test was significant in eight of the eleven 
areas. As indicated in Table 43, other segmentations of 
the sample also indicated significant differences. 
The following sections provide further information on 
each of the eleven scoring indices. Tables displaying the 
mean scores for the sample and the various segments, T Test 
statistics, and Chi Square analysis on the presence of an 
enrollment management program are provided for each indices. 
Chi Square tables on additional segmentations for which 
statistically significant differences were found are 
produced in Appendix J. 
Table 43 
The Number of Times There Were Statistically Significant 
Differences for Sample Groupings on Eleven Score Indices 
Grouping Chi Square T Test 
Presence of Enrollment 
Management Program 
8 11 
Public or Independent 5 7 
Size of Institution 1 N/A 
Change in Enrollment (gain 
or loss more median) during 
five year period 
1 4 
Admissions Selectivity 5 N/A 
, 
Recruiting Activities 
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Ten items were included in this category. The maximum 
possible score was 20, and the scores ranged from seven 
to 20. The mean was 16.719, the median was 17, and the 
score distribution was bimodal (17 and 19). The ten items 
which were included were: 
1 • We have a formal, written plan documenting our 
recruitment program. 
2. We annually evaluate our recruitment program. 
3. We have conducted within the last two years research 
on non-matriculating accepted applicants* attitudes 
toward the institution. 
4. We have a systematic plan to maintain contact with 
prospective students (newsletter, series of letters, 
etc . ) . 
5. We use the College Entrance Examination Board's Student 
Search Service or the American College Testing 
Program's Educational Opportunity Service. 
6. We have recently studied the effectiveness of our 
financial aid packages. 
7. We have conducted research on how our financial aid 
packages compare with those of our competition. 
8. We have identified our primary student market segments 
according to geographical areas. 
9. We have identified our primary student market segments 
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according to sociodemographical characteristics. 
10. We have utilized demographic data to formulate 
enrollment forecasts for at least the next three years. 
The mean scores are provided in Table 44. Independent 
institutions, small colleges (under 2,000), institutions 
which lost more than the median amount of enrollment during 
the 1980-1984 period, colleges with an enrollment management 
program, and institutions classified as highly competitive 
scored higher than the other institutions in each category. 
The highest mean score, 18.184, was achieved by highly 
competitive colleges while the lowest score, 15.708, in 
any grouping was received by less competitive colleges. 
Several of these differences in scores were 
statistically significant. T Tests indicated that 
independent colleges and colleges with an enrollment 
management program scored significantly higher than their 
counterparts, and that the differences based on enrollment 
change were significant (see Table 45). Chi Square tests 
on the medians indicated that independent colleges scored 
significantly higher than public institutions, and there 
is a significant difference based on admissions selectivity 
The Chi Square test on the presence of an enrollment 
management program (Table 46) did not meet the test of 
significance; the probability of chance was .087. Sixty 
five percent of the colleges with an enrollment management 
program scored at or above the median. The figure for 
108 
institutions without a program was 53%. 
Table 44 
Mean Scores for Recruiting Activities 
Mean_S.D.N Pet. 
For entire sample 16.719 2.324 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 15.871 2.444 116 50.9 
Independent 17.598 1.823 112 49.1 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 17.083 2.019 60 26.3 
1000-1999 17.359 1.912 39 17.1 
2000-2999 16.367 2.312 30 13.2 
3000-4999 15.931 3.240 29 12.7 
5000-9999 16.576 2.463 33 14.5 
10000 or more 16.486 2.077 37 16.2 
Change in Enrollment 
Increased more than median 16.421 2.391 114 50.0 
Decreased more than median 17.018 2.226 114 50.0 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 16.355 2.367 93 40.8 
Some Type 17.015 2.217 134 58.8 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 18.184 1.205 38 16.7 
Competitive 16.886 2.197 114 50.0 
Less Competitive 15.708 2.542 72 31.6 
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Table 45 
Significant T Tests for Recruiting Activities Score 
Degrees 
T 
score 
of 
freedom Probability 
Enrollment Management 2.145 225 0.015* 
Program 
Public or Independent 6.033 226 0.000* 
Change in Enrollment 1.950 226 0.049** 
* One tailed test 
** Two tailed test 
Table 46 
Chi Square Analysis on Recruiting Activities Score by 
Presence of an Enrollment Management Program 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
____ BY -- 
Recruiting Activities - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median_Median_Totals 
Number 44 49 
Row % 47.3 52.7 
None Column % 48.4 36.0 
Total %19.4_21.6 
Number 47 
Row % 35.1 
Some Type Column % 51.6 
Total%20.7 
87 134 
64.9 
64.0 59.0 
3 
93 
41.0 
Column N 91 136 
Column % 40.1 59.9 
227 
100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Probability of chance 
Contingency coeff. 
2.932 Degrees of freedom 
0.087 Yule's Q 
.113 
1 
.249 
Retention Activities 
Fourteen survey items dealt with issues related to 
the retention of students. The lowest score on this index 
was nine while two institutions scored a perfect 28. The 
mean, median, and mode were, respectively, 20.561, 20, 
and 19. The items scored as retention activities were: 
1. The institution has instituted within the last year 
(or will institute this year) new program(s) designed 
to increase student retention. 
2. The institution has an exit interview process for 
students who withdraw. 
3. The institution contacts students by mail or telephone 
when they withdraw without going through an exit 
interview. 
4. As part of the college’s attrition-retention efforts, 
students who do not enroll the following semester 
are contacted. 
5. We routinely perform cohort survival tracking on nil 
of our primary student segments. 
6. We have special programs for students who have not 
declared a major. 
7. We have a formal, written plan documenting our 
retention program. 
8. We annually evaluate our retention program. 
9. We have conducted within the last two years research 
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on enrolled students' attitudes toward the institution. 
10. We have conducted within the last two years research 
on withdrawn students' attitudes toward the 
institution. 
11. We have recently studied the effectiveness of our 
financial aid packages. 
12. We have one person who is responsible for coordinating 
all retention efforts. 
13. We have a summer orientation period(s). 
14. We have a fall orientation program. 
Table 47 provides the mean scores for the various 
institutional groupings. Institutions which had 1984 
enrollments under 1000 scored the highest, 21.317; while 
the lowest score, 19.400, was achieved by institutions 
with enrollments in the 2,000 - 2,999 range. T Tests on 
the means were significant for institutions grouped by 
the presence of enrollment management programs, type of 
institution, and change in enrollment (see Table 48). 
The only significant Chi Square test was between 
institutions which did and did not have an enrollment 
management program. Seventy two percent of the colleges 
which have an enrollment management program scored at or 
above the median score, while 53% of the remaining 
institutions did so (see Table 49). 
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Table 47 
Mean Scores for Retention Activities 
For entire sample 
Type of College 
Public 
Independent 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 
1000-1999 
2000-2999 
3000-4999 
5000-9999 
10000 or more 
Change in Enrollment 
Increase more than median 
Decrease more than median 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 
Some Type 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 
Competitive 
Less Competitive 
Mean_S.D.N Pet. 
20.561 2.901 228 100.0 
20.043 2.896 116 50.9 
21.098 2.819 112 49.1 
21.317 2.966 60 26.3 
20.897 3.016 39 17.1 
19.400 2.647 30 13.2 
19.828 3.129 29 12.7 
21.000 2.716 33 14.5 
20.108 2.492 37 16.2 
20.149 2.798 114 50.0 
20.974 2.955 114 50.0 
19.774 2.775 93 40.8 
21.134 2.860 134 58.8 
20.868 2.350 38 16.7 
20.781 2.865 114 50.0 
20.000 3.135 72 31.6 
Table 48 
Significant T Tests for Retention Activities_Scor_e^ 
Degrees 
T of 
score freedom Probability 
Enrollment Management 3.567 225 0.000* 
Program 
Public or Independent 
Change in Enrollment 
2.786 
2.163 
226 
226 
0.003* 
0.030** 
* One tailed test 
** Two tailed test 
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Table 49 
Chi Square Analysis on Retention Activities Score by 
Presence of an Enrollment Management Program 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY - - - - 
Retention Activities - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 44 49 93 
Row % 47.3 52.7 
None Column % 53.7 33.8 41.0 
Total % 19.4 21.6 
Number 38 96 134 
Row % 28.4 71.6 
Some Type Column % 46.3 66.2 59.0 
Total % 16.7 42.3 
Column N 82 145 227 
Column % 36.1 63.9 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Probability of chance 
Contingency coeff. 
7.745 Degrees of freedom = 1 
0.005 Yule’s Q = .388 
. 182 
Research and Planning Activities 
The scores on this index were based upon 10 items 
which ranged from 8 to the maximum possible, 20. The mean 
and median were 15.250 and 15; and 14 and 16 were the most 
frequent scores. The items which comprised research and 
planning activities were: 
1. This institution has prepared a long range plan (5 
or more years ) . 
2. The institution employs an individual(s) who is 
responsible for institutional research. 
3. Enrollment management issues have a high priority 
for institutional research. 
4. We have utilized demographic data to formulate 
enrollment forecasts for at least the next three years. 
5. We routinely perform cohort survival tracking on all 
of our primary student segments. 
6. We have conducted within the last two years research 
on enrolled students’ attitudes toward the institution. 
7. We have conducted within the last two years research 
on withdrawn students' attitudes toward the 
institution. 
8. We have conducted within the last two years research 
on non-matriculating accepted applicants' attitudes 
toward the institution. 
9. We have recently studied the effectiveness of our 
financial aid packages. 
10 We assess the "external environment" to identify 
changes which will affect our enrollment (i.e., demand 
for majors, etc.). 
The majority (68%) of institutions which have an 
enrollment management program scored at or above the median 
while 45% of those institutions which do not have a program 
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scored above the median. This difference was significant 
(£. = 0.001) on a Chi Square test. Two other Chi Square 
tests demonstrated significant differences. Independent 
colleges and highly competitive institutions scored at 
or above the median more often than their counterparts. 
T Tests were significant for institutions grouped according 
to the presence of an enrollment management program and 
the type of institution. These finding and a listing of 
the mean scores are provided in Tables 50 - 52. 
Table 50 
Chi Square Analysis on Research and Planning Activities 
Score by Enrollment Management Structure 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
____ BY- 
Research and Planning Activities - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 51 42 93 
Row % 54.8 45.2 
None Column % 54.3 31.6 41.0 
Total % 22.5 18.5 
Number 43 91 134 
Row % 32.1 67.9 
Some Type Column % 45.7 68.4 59.0 
Total % 18.9 40.1 
Column N 94 133 227 
Column % 41.4 58.6 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 10.791 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.001 Yule’ Q 
Contingency coeff. = .213 
Table 51 
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Mean Scores for Research and Planning Activities 
For entire sample 15.250 2.502 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 
Independent 
14.681 
15.839 
2.636 
2.216 
116 
112 
50.9 
49.1 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 
1000-1999 
2000-2999 
3000-4999 
5000-9999 
10000 or more 
14.833 
15.795 
14.767 
14.759 
15.576 
15.838 
2.156 
2.736 
2.239 
2.996 
2.784 
2.141 
60 
39 
30 
29 
33 
37 
26.3 
17.1 
13.2 
12.7 
14.5 
16.2 
Change in Enrollment 
Increase more than median 
Decrease more than median 
15.140 
15.360 
2.453 
2.556 
114 
114 
50.0 
50.0 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 
Some Type 
14.484 
15.813 
2.371 
2.435 
93 
134 
40.8 
58.8 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 
Competitive 
Less Competitive 
17.079 
15.447 
13.958 
1.807 
2.346 
2.423 
38 
114 
72 
16.7 
50.0 
31.6 
Table 52 
Significant T Tests for Research and Planning Activities 
Score 
T 
score 
Degrees 
of 
freedom 
One tailed 
probability 
Enrollment Management 4.090 225 0.000 
Program 
Public or Independent 3.585 226 0.000 
Total Activity Score 
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A total activity score was calculated by adding the 
scores for the individual items used in the previous three 
areas. The maximum possible score for the 27 items was 
54, and the institutional point totals ranged from 24 to 
53. The mean, median and mode were 42.114, 42, and 41, 
respectively. The highest mean score, 44.211, was for 
the grouping of highly competitive institutions. The lowest 
score, 40.222, was also received by one of the admissions 
selectivity groupings, less competitive (see Table 53). 
Striking dichotomies were found for the three institu¬ 
tional groupings which were significant on a Chi Square 
test. While 62% of the colleges which have an enrollment 
management program scored at or above the median, only 
37% of the colleges without a program did so (see Table 
54). Likewise, 61% of independent colleges scored at or 
above the median while only 42% of the public institutions 
scored similarly. As the admissions selectivity decreased 
from highly competitive to less competitive, the percentage 
of institutions which scored at or above the median also 
decreased. The percentage of these colleges scoring at 
or above the median were, respectively, 74%, 54%, and 35%. 
The T Tests were calculated on the mean scores for 
institutions grouped by the presence of enrollment 
management programs, type of institution, and the change 
The three T tests in enrollment for the last five years. 
were significant and the results are reported in Table 
55. 
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Table 53 
Mean Scores for Total Activities Score 
Mean S.D. N Pet. 
For entire sample 42.114 4.658 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 40.828 4.931 116 50.9 
Independent 43.446 3.957 112 49.1 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 42.800 4.282 60 26.3 
1000-1999 42.974 4.760 39 17.1 
2000-2999 40.467 4.273 30 13.2 
3000-4999 40.793 6.008 29 12.7 
5000-9999 42.667 4.512 33 14.5 
10000 or more 41.973 4.052 37 16.2 
Change in Enrollment 
Increase more than median 41.491 4.613 114 50.0 
Decrease more than median 42.737 4.639 114 50.0 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 40.645 4.620 93 40.8 
Some Type 43.209 4.334 134 58.8 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 44.211 3.346 38 16.7 
Competitive 42.588 4.412 114 50.0 
Less Competitive 40.222 5.052 72 31.6 
Table 54 
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Chi Square Analysis on Total Activities Score bv Presence 
of Enrollment Management Program - 
Current Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis') 
----BY---- 
Total Activity Score - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 59 34 93 
Row % 63.4 36.6 
None Column % 53.6 29.1 41.0 
Total % 26.0 15.0 
Number 51 83 134 
Row % 38.1 61.9 
Some Type Column % 46.4 70.9 59.0 
Total % 22.5 36.6 
Column N 110 117 227 
Column % 48.5 51.5 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 13.162 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Yule’s Q = .477 Probability of chance = 0.000 
Contingency coeff. = . 234 
Table 55 
Significant T Tests for Total Activities Score 
Enrollment Management 
Program 
Public or Independent 
Change in Enrollment 
* One tailed 
** Two tailed 
Degrees 
T of 
score freedom Probability 
4.266 225 0.000* * 
4.414 226 0.000* 
2.033 226 0.041** 
Recruiting Opinion 
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In addition to soliciting information on current 
activities, the survey instrument asked the respondents 
to provide their opinions on several issues. The items 
were grouped into five areas and each area contained only 
a few items. However, since the responses were scored 
1, 2, 4, or 5, there was a wide range of scores for each 
item, and differences between institutions can be 
identified. 
There were two recruiting opinion items and the scores 
ranged from zero, (four colleges did not respond) to the 
highest possible score, 10, (six colleges). The mean, 
median, and mode were, respectively, 5.114, 4, and 4. 
The items included were: 
1. I am satisfied with the extent to which our college 
community is involved in recruiting students. 
2. This institution considers the recruitment of students 
to be a total college endeavor rather than the 
responsibility of the Admissions Office. 
Colleges without an enrollment management program 
scored the lowest, 4.344, and the highest score, 5.816, 
was achieved by highly competitive institutions (see Table 
56). Although variance in the mean scores was evident, 
the only significant Chi Square test on the medians was 
on the presence of enrollment management programs. Colleges 
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with a program scored at or above the median more often 
(80%) than institutions which do not have a program (67%) 
(see Table 57). The Chi Square test on admissions 
selectivity was almost significant (_£. = 0.051). The 
percentage of institutions scoring at or above the median 
decreased as the selectivity decreased from highly 
competitive (90%) to less competitive (69%). The only 
T Test which was significant was for institutions grouped 
according to the presence of enrollment management programs 
(see Tables 58). 
Table 56 
Mean Scores for Recruiting Opinion Items 
Mean SJ). N 
For entire sample 5.114 2.468 228 
Type of College 
Public 5.000 2.492 116 
Independent 5.232 2.449 112 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 4.667 2.105 60 
1000-1999 5.462 2.723 39 
2000-2999 5.167 2.379 30 
3000-4999 5.069 2.853 29 
5000-9999 5.515 2.563 33 
10000 or more 5.108 2.447 37 
Change in Enrollment 
Increased more than median 5.219 2.492 114 
decreased more than median 5.009 2.451 114 
Enrollment Management 
None 4.344 2.272 93 
Some Type 5.664 2.465 134 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 5.816 2.587 38 
Competitive 5.088 2.588 114 
Less Competitive 4.764 2.211 72 
Pet. 
100.0 
50.9 
49.1 
26.3 
17.1 
13.2 
12.7 
14.5 
16.2 
50.0 
50.0 
40.8 
58.8 
16.7 
50.0 
31.6 
Table 57 
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Chi square Analysis on Recruiting Opinion Score bv PrPRpnro 
of Enrollment Management Program ^ 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis') 
---BY-- 
Recruiting Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 31 62 93 
Row % 33.3 66.7 
None Column % 53.4 36.7 41.0 
Total % 13.7 27.3 
Number 27 107 134 
Row % 20.1 79.9 
Some Type Column % 46.6 63.3 59.0 
Total % 11.9 47.1 
Column N 58 169 227 
Column % 25.6 74.4 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 4.347 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Yule’s Q = .329 Probability of chance = 0.037 
Contingency coeff. = . 137 
Table 58 
Significant T Tests for Recruitment Opinion Score 
Degrees 
T of One tailed 
score freedom probability 
Enrollment Management 4.096 225 0.000 
Program 
Retention Opinion 
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The scores for the retention opinion items ranged 
from 2 to 15; and the mean and median were 7.662 and 8, 
respectively. The frequency distribution of scores was 
bimodal with 6 and 8 being the most frequent responses. 
Three items were included in this index. These were: 
1. This institution has made a serious attempt to reduce 
our attrition rate. 
2. This college has a good academic advising system. 
3. We have reliable and adequate data on why students 
voluntarily withdraw. 
A review of the mean responses (Table 59) indicates 
some variance for the various groupings of institutions. 
Respondents from institutions which have an enrollment 
management program had a more positive opinion of their 
college's efforts regarding the retention of students. 
Their mean score was 8.030 while those without a program 
scored 7.140 which was the lowest score for any grouping. 
The difference between public (7.672) and private (7.652) 
institutions, and between institutions which gained (7.693) 
or lost (7.632) enrollment were negligible. Institutions 
with enrollments between 5,000 and 9,999, and highly 
competitive colleges scored higher than the other 
classifications. However, the only T Test on the means 
which was significant and the only Chi Square on the medians 
which was close to b 
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Table 59 
Mean Scores for Retention Opinion Items 
For entire sample 
Type of College 
Public 
Independent 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 
1000-1999 
2000-2999 
3000-4999 
5000-9999 
10000 or more 
Change in Enrollment 
Increased more than median 
Decreased more than median 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 
Some Type 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 
Competitive 
Less Competitive 
Mean_S.D. N Pet. 
7.662 3.044 228 100.0 
7.672 2.864 116 50.9 
7.652 3.232 112 49.1 
7.633 2.957 60 26.3 
7.872 2.922 39 17.1 
7.167 3.249 30 13.2 
6.448 3.225 29 12.7 
8.455 3.143 33 14.5 
8.135 2.730 37 16.2 
7.693 3.120 114 50.0 
7.632 2.979 114 50.0 
7.140 2.831 93 40.8 
8.030 3.153 134 58.8 
8.263 3.261 38 16.7 
7.693 2.981 114 50.0 
7.319 2.954 72 31.6 
Table 60 
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Significant T Tests for Retention Opinion Score 
Enrollment Management 
Program 
Degrees 
T of One tailed 
score freedom probability 
2.180 225 0.014 
Table 61 
Chi Square Analysis on Retention Opinion Score and Presence 
of an Enrollment Management Program 
Current Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY -- 
Retention Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 51 42 93 
Row % 54.8 45.2 
None Column % 48.1 34.7 41.0 
Total % 22.5 18.5 
Number 55 79 134 
Row % 41.0 59.0 
Some Type Column % 51.9 65.3 59.0 
Total % 24.2 34.8 
Column N 106 121 227 
Column % 46.7 53.3 100.0 
= 1 Corrected Chi square = 3.661 
Probability of chance = 0.056 
Contingency coeff. = .126 
Degrees of freedom 
Yule’s Q 271 
Research Opinion 
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These items attempted to determine whether or not 
the respondent believed their institution was collecting 
data which would enhance enrollment management efforts. 
Four items were included, and the scores ranged from 2 
to 20, the maximum possible. The mean, median, and mode 
were 11.417, 12 and 12, respectively. The survey items 
which addressed research opinions were: 
1. This institution is conducting appropriate research 
on enrollment management issues. 
2. We have reliable and adequate data on why students 
voluntarily withdraw. 
3. We know from our research where our non-matriculating 
applicants enroll. 
4. We have a good understanding from our research why 
our students selected this institution. 
The highest mean score was obtained for highly 
competitive institutions and the lowest mean score was 
for less competitive colleges (see Table 62). The Chi 
Square test on admissions selectivity was the only one 
which indicated significant differences, although the test 
on the presence of enrollment management programs was close 
to significant (jk = 0.053). Sixty one percent of the 
institutions which have an enrollment management program 
scored at or above the median; while only 47% of the 
128 
colleges without a pr 
The T Tests on means 
institutions grouped 
management program an 
Tables 63 and 64). 
ogram scored in a similar manner, 
showed significant differences for 
by the presence of an enrollment 
d by the type of institution (see 
Table 62 
Mean Scores for Research Opinion Items 
Mean_S.D. N Pet. 
For entire sample 11.417 3.823 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 10.888 3.618 116 50.9 
Independent 11.964 3.966 112 49.1 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 11.067 3.695 60 26.3 
1000-1999 11.359 4.049 39 17.1 
2000-2999 11.200 3.398 30 13.2 
3000-4999 11.241 4.282 29 12.7 
5000-9999 12.242 4.590 33 14.5 
10000 or more 11.622 3.040 37 16.2 
Change in Enrollment 
Increased more than median 11.439 3.985 114 50.0 
Decreased more than median 11.395 3.672 114 50.0 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 10.462 3.550 93 40.8 
Some Type 12.149 3.793 134 58.8 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 13.184 3.638 38 16.7 
Competitive 11.702 3.746 114 50.0 
Less Competitive 10.028 3.665 72 31.6 
Table 63 
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C^i Square Analysis on Research Opinion ScorP by 
ol Enrollment Management Program Presence 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis') 
----BY- 
Research Opinion - (X Axis) 
ScoredScored 
below ator 
the above the Row 
-----Median_Median_Totals 
Number 49 44 
Row % 52.7 47.3 
None Column % 48.5 34.9 
 Total % 21.6_19 I 4 
Number 52 82 
Row % 38.8 61.2 
Some Type Column % 51.5 65.1 
Total %22.9_36.1 
Column N 101 126 227 
Column % 44.5 55.5 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 3.74 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.053 Yule’s Q = .274 
Contingency coeff. = .127 
93 
41.0 
134 
59.0 
Table 64 
Significant T Tests for Research Opinion Score 
Degrees 
T of One tailed 
score freedom probability 
Enrollment Management 3.383 225 0.001 
Program 
Public or Independent 2.142 226 0.016 
Concern Opinion 
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This index identified substantial differences among 
institutional groupings. Chi Square tests were significant 
four of the five times, and the T Tests were significant 
three times. The index contained only two items and the 
scores ranged from one to the maximum score, 10, which 
was received by 41 institutions. The Mean, median and 
mode scores were, respectively, 7.899, 8, and 9. The two 
items which were scored were: 
1. Our college president is very concerned about our 
possible enrollments during the next decade. 
2. Most of our college community is concerned about 
maintaining the enrollment. 
The highest scores were received by institutions which 
have an enrollment management program (8.261), independent 
institutions (8.286), competitive colleges (8.132), colleges 
which lost enrollment during the last five years (8.439), 
and colleges with less than 1,000 students (8.433). 
Colleges with enrollments between 2,000 and 2,999 were 
the least concerned (7.167) (see Table 65). 
Chi Square tests indicated significant differences 
when institutions were grouped by the presence of an 
enrollment management program (see Table 66), institutional 
control (public or independent), 1984 undergraduate 
enrollment, and change in full-time enrollment. The Chi 
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Square test was not significant for institutions grouped 
by admissions selectivity. The T Tests were significant 
for the presence of an enrollment management program, 
institutional control, and change in full-time enrollment 
(see Table 67) . 
Table 65 
Mean Scores for Concern Opinion Items 
For entire sample 
Type of College 
Public 
Independent 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 
1000-1999 
2000-2999 
3000-4999 
5000-9999 
10000 or more 
Change in Enrollment 
Increase more than median 
Decrease more than median 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 
Some Type 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 
Competitive 
Less Competitive 
Mean S.D. N Pet. 
7.899 2.106 228 100.0 
7. ,526 2.169 116 50.9 
8. ,286 1.975 112 49.1 
8.433 1.881 60 26.3 
8.333 2.043 39 17.1 
7.167 2.437 30 13.2 
8.138 1.959 29 12.7 
7.909 1.528 33 14.5 
6.973 2.421 37 16.2 
7.360 2.362 114 50.0 
8.439 1.656 114 50.0 
7.366 2.479 93 40.8 
8.261 1.725 134 58.8 
7.368 2.665 38 16.7 
8.132 1.817 114 50.0 
7.861 2.164 72 31.6 
Table 66 
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Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score by PresPnrP 
——Enrollment Management Structure Program 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
----BY-- 
Concern Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 30 63 93 
Row % 32.3 67.7 
None Column % 56.6 36.2 41.0 
Total % 13.2 27.8 
Number 23 111 134 
Row % 17.2 82.8 
Some Type Column % 43.4 63.8 59.0 
Total % 10.1 48.9 
Column % 53 174 227 
Column % 23.3 76.7 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 6.171 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 
Contingency coeff. = 
0.013 
.163 
Yule’s Q = .394 
Table 67 
Significant T Tests for Concern Opinion Score 
Degrees 
T of 
score freedom Probability 
Enrollment Management 
Program 
Public or Independent 
Change in Enrollment 
* One tailed 
** Two tailed 
3.210 225 0.001* * 
2.763 226 0.003* 
3.993 226 0.000** 
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Coordination Opinion 
Two items were included in the coordination opinion 
index. The scores ranged from 0 (11 colleges did not respond 
to either item) to 10. The mean, median, and mode scores 
were, respectively, 5.167, 4, and 4. The following 
statements were scored for this index: 
1. There has been a serious attempt to coordinate the 
enrollment management activities at this institution. 
2. The institution’s intra-office coordination to address 
enrollment management issues is adequate. 
The mean scores are reported in Table 68. The highest 
score was for institutions which have some type of 
enrollment management program 5.925 and the lowest score 
was for colleges which do not have an enrollment management 
program (4.108). The only significant Chi Square or T 
Test was on the presence of enrollment management 
programs (see Table 69 and 70). Eighty six percent of 
colleges which have a program scored at or above the median 
while 72% of the colleges without a program scored in a 
similar manner . 
Table 68 
Mean Scores for Coordination Opinion Items 
Mean_S.D. N Pet. 
For entire sample 5.167 2.492 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 5.328 2.409 116 50.9 
Independent 5.000 2.575 112 49.1 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 4.717 2.380 60 26.3 
1000-1999 5.077 2.728 39 17.1 
2000-2999 5.300 2.366 30 13.2 
3000-4999 5.103 2.440 29 12.7 
5000-9999 5.515 2.980 33 14.5 
10000 or more 5.622 2.073 37 16.2 
Change in Enrollment 
Increased more than median 5.263 2.552 114 50.0 
Decreased more than median 5.070 2.438 114 50.0 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 4.108 1.844 93 40.8 
Some Type 5.925 2.609 134 58.8 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 5.816 2.865 38 16.7 
Competitive 5.140 2.308 114 50.0 
Less Competitive 4.792 2.500 72 31.6 
Table 69 
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£hi Square Analysis on Coordination Opinion Score bv 
—r.esencg of Enrollment Management Program 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis') 
----BY-  
Coordination Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 26 67 93 
None 
Row % 28.0 72.0 
Column % 57.8 36.8 41.0 
Total % 11.5 29.5 
Number 19 115 134 
Row % 14.2 85.8 
Some Type Column % 42.2 63.2 59.0 
Total % 8.4 50.7 
Column N 45 182 227 
Column % 19.8 80.2 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 5.719 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Yule's Q = Probability of chance = 0.017 
Contingency coeff. = . 157 
Table 70 
Significant T Tests for Coordination Opinion Score 
Degrees 
T of One tailed 
score freedom probability 
Enrollment Management 5.789 225 0.000 
Program 
Total Opinion Score 
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The twelve items which were used in the individual 
opinion items were summed to provide a total score for 
the respondents’ opinions. The scores ranged from 8 to 
the maximum possible score, 60. The mean was 34.969, the 
median was 34, and the most frequent score was 32. Thirteen 
institutions scored 50 or higher. 
The mean scores reported in Table 71 indicate that 
there was little variance within the various groupings. 
The highest score, 37.974, was received by highly 
competitive colleges. The second highest was for 
institutions which have an enrollment management program 
(37.664); and institutions which do not have a program 
registered the lowest score, 31.226. 
The only significant Chi Square test on the median 
was for institutions grouped by the presence of an 
enrollment management program. Sixty seven percent of 
the colleges with an enrollment management program scored 
at or above the median, while only 37% of the colleges 
without a program did so. The T Test for this segmentation 
was also the only one which was significant (see Tables 
72 and 73). 
Table 71 
Mean Scores for Total Opinion Items 
Mean S.D. N Prt~ 
For entire sample 34.969 8.605 228 100.0 
Type of College 
Public 
Independent 
34.198 
35.768 
8.522 
8.655 
116 
112 
50.9 
49.1 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 
1000-1999 
2000-2999 
3000-4999 
5000-9999 
10000 or more 
34.217 
35.641 
33.933 
33.931 
37.212 
35.135 
7.511 
9.039 
7.643 
10.145 
10.523 
7.402 
60 
39 
30 
29 
33 
37 
26.3 
17.1 
13.2 
12.7 
14.5 
16.2 
Change in Enrollment 
Increased more than median 
Decreased more than median 
34.719 
35.219 
9.191 
8.009 
114 
114 
50.0 
50.0 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 
Some Type 
31.226 
37.664 
7.434 
8.352 
93 
134 
40.8 
58.8 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 
Competitive 
Less Competitive 
37.974 
35.333 
32.736 
9.663 
8.425 
8.004 
38 
114 
72 
16.7 
50.0 
31.6 
Table 72 
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Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
~ — BY — — — — 
Total Opinion Score - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
None 
Number 
Row % 
59 
63.4 
34 
36.6 
93 
Column % 
Total % 
57.3 
26.0 
27.4 
15.0 
41.0 
Number 
Row % 
44 
32.8 
90 
67.2 
134 
Some Type Column % 
Total % 
42.7 
19.4 
72.6 
39.6 
59.0 
Column N 103 124 227 
Column % 45.4 54.6 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 19.53 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.000 Yule's Q = .56 
Contingency coeff. = .281 
Table 73 
Significant T Tests for Total Opinion Score 
Degrees 
T of One Tailed 
score freedom probability 
Enrollment Management 5.971 225 0.000 
Program 
Grand Total Score 
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A final index, the grand total score, was calculated 
by adding the total activity score and the total opinion 
score. The maximum score which any institution could 
receive was 114, and the scores ranged from 47 to 113. 
The mean score was 77.083 and the median was 76. The mode 
was 68. The highest score was for institutions classified 
as highly competitive (82.184). The second highest score, 
80.873, was received by colleges with an enrollment 
management program while the lowest score, 71.871, was 
for institutions without an enrollment management program 
(see Table 74) . 
Three significant Chi Square tests on the medians 
were identified. Response differences were found for 
institutions grouped according to the presence of a 
enrollment management program (see Table 75), by the type 
of institution, and by the college's admissions 
selectivity. The T Tests on the presence of an enrollment 
management program and by the type of institution were 
also significant (see Table 76). 
Sixty seven percent of the institutions which have 
an enrollment management program scored at or above the 
median; and 34% of the colleges without a program scored 
in the similar manner. The percentage of institutions 
scoring above the median for independent and public colleges 
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were, respectively, 62% and 46%. As admissions selective 
decreased, the percentage scoring above the median also 
decreased. The percentages for highly competitive, 
competitive, and less competitive colleges were 68, 57, 
and 40, respectively. 
Table 74 
Mean Scores for Grand Total Score 
Mean_S.D. N Pet. 
For entire sample 
Type of College 
Public 
Independent 
1984 Undergraduate Enrollment 
Less than 1000 
1000-1999 
2000-2999 
3000-4999 
5000-9999 
10000 or more 
Change in Enrollment 
Increase more than median 
Decrease more than median 
Enrollment Management Structure 
None 
Some Type 
Admissions Selectivity 
Highly Competitive 
Competitive 
Less Competitive 
77.083 11.809 228 100.0 
75.026 
79.214 
11.827 
11.457 
116 
112 
50.9 
49.1 
77.017 10.882 60 26.3 
78.615 12.432 39 17.1 
74.400 9.874 30 13.2 
74.724 13.496 29 12.7 
79.879 13.908 33 14.5 
77.108 10.480 37 16.2 
76.211 12.434 114 50.0 
77.956 11.136 114 50.0 
71.871 10.566 93 40.8 
80.873 11.105 134 58.8 
82.184 11.580 38 16.7 
77.921 11.523 114 50.0 
72.958 11.418 72 31.6 
Table 75 
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fhl..MUare m”31?8*8 0n Grand Total Sr.,. b, 
hnrollment Management Program Presence of 
Enrollment Management Structure - (Y Axis) 
~ — ~ — BY — — — — 
Grand Total Score - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 61 32 93 
Row % 65.6 34.4 
None Column % 58.1 26.2 41 0 
Total % 26.9 14.1 
Number 44 
Row % 32.8 
Some Type Column % 41.9 
Total %19.4 
Column N 105 122 227 
Column % 46.3 53.7 100.0 
90 134 
67.2 
73.8 59.0 
Corrected Chi square = 22.395 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.000 Yule's Q = .592 
Contingency coeff. = .3 
Table 76 
Significant T Tests for Grand Total Score 
T 
score 
Degrees 
of 
freedom 
One tailed 
probability 
Enrollment Management 6.126 225 0.000 
Program 
Public or Independent 2.715 226 0.004 
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Summar v 
Table 43 provided an indication o£ the number of times 
that there were statistically significant differences for 
sample groupings on the eleven indices. The following 
tables summarize the indices on which the differences in 
scores were found for Chi Square (Table 77) and T Test 
(Table 78) analyses. 
Table 77 
Indices for Which the Chi 
.05 Level 
Square Analyses were Significant at the 
Enrollment Public Change Admissions Size 
Management or in Selectivity 
Program_Private Enrollment 
Activities: 
Recruiting 
Retention X 
Research/ 
Planning X 
Total X 
Opinion: 
Recruiting X 
Retention 
Research 
Concern X 
Coordination X 
Total X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
Grand Total 
Score X X X 
Table 78 
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Enrollment 
Management 
_Program 
Activities : 
Recruiting x 
Retention X 
Research/ 
Planning X 
Total X 
Opinion: 
Recruiting X 
Retention X 
Research X 
Concern X 
Coordination X 
Total X 
Grand Total 
Score X 
Public 
or 
Private 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
Change 
in 
Enrollment 
X 
X 
X 
X 
Is Enrollment Management the Most Important Factor 
for the Differences in the Eleven Indices? 
As previously demonstrated, mean scores for all eleven 
indices were statistically different for institutions 
grouped according to the presence of an enrollment 
management program. Significant differences were found 
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seven times for institutions grouped according to type 
(public or independent), and five times for admissions 
selectivity. Independent institutions and colleges grouped 
as highly competitive scored higher than the other colleges 
in their classification. Therefore, one must ask, "For 
the various segmentations utilized, was the presence of 
an enrollment management program or one of the other factors 
the primary determinant of the difference in scores?" 
The 38 colleges classified as highly competitive were 
examined first, and T Tests were calculated to determine 
if there were differences according to the presence of 
an enrollment management program. The mean score for the 
27 colleges which have a program was higher than the mean 
for the remaining eleven colleges on all 11 indices. The 
differences were statistically significant (one tailed 
test, j). less than .05) for research and planning activities 
score, total activities score, and concern opinion score. 
The probability for the grand total score was only 0.064 
(see Table 79). 
Table 79 
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T_Jests for Highly Competitive Institutions on 
i-L£_Enrollment Management Program " 
Presenc e 
Some 
Program 
Activities: 
Recruiting 18.22 
Retention 21.00 
Research/Planning 17.44 
Total 44.81 
Opinion: 
Recruiting 6.00 
Retention 8.52 
Research 13.22 
Concern 7.85 
Coordination 6.07 
Total 39.19 
Grand Total Score 84.00 
N o 
Program 
T 
Score 
Proba- 
b i 1 itv 
18.09 0.301 0.381 
20.55 0.535 0.301 
16.18 2.035 0.023* 
42.73 1.796 0.039* 
5.36 0.683 0.253 
7.64 0.752 0.268 
13.09 0.100 0.459 
6.18 1.804 0.038* 
5.18 0.868 0.302 
35.00 1.219 0.114 
77.73 1.542 0.064 
* Statistically significant for a one tailed test at the 
.05 level 
T Tests were also calculated on the presence of 
enrollment management programs for the 111 colleges 
classified as independent. Colleges which have an 
enrollment management program scored higher each time. 
The difference in the scores was statistically significant 
for the following scores: research and planning activities, 
total activities, recruiting opinion, research opinion, 
coordination opinion, total opinion, and grand total. The 
difference was almost significant for concern opinion (£. 
= 0.052) and recruiting activities score (£. = 0.077) 
(see Table 80). 
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Table 80 
T Tests for Independent Institutions on Presence nf 
Enrollment Management Program 
Some 
Program 
Activities: 
Recruiting 17.83 
Retention 21.28 
Research/Planning 16.23 
Total 44.03 
Opinion: 
Recruiting 5.63 
Retention 7.82 
Research 12.65 
Concern 8.51 
Coordination 5.69 
Total 37.87 
Grand Total Score 81.90 
No 
Program 
T 
Score 
Proba¬ 
bility 
17.35 
20.88 
15.27 
42.70 
1.422 
0.732 
2.248 
1.776 
0.077 
0.264 
0.012* 
0.037* 
4.57 2.224 0.013* 
7.38 0.687 0.250 
11.00 2.192 0.014* 
7.88 1.625 0.052 
3.85 3.840 0.000* 
32.38 3.387 0.001* 
75.07 3.194 0.001* 
* Statistically significant for a one tailed test at the 
.05 level 
Stepwise regression analyses were also performed to 
ascertain which variable was the primary determinant of 
the score for each index. The presence of an enrollment 
management program was the most important element for one 
of four activity indices, five of six opinion indices, 
and the grand total index. Being classified as highly 
competitive was the most important factor for one activity 
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index. The independent college classification was the 
most important factor for two activities indices; and having 
an enrollment change which was less than the median was 
the most important factor for one index. Table 81 
summarizes the stepwise regression analysis; and the details 
for each analysis are provided in Appendix I. 
Although the presence of an enrollment management 
program was the most predictive element of those 
investigated, the ability to predict the score was not 
substantial. The R squared value was low for each of the 
indices. The intent was, however, not to predict an 
outcome. This researcher was only attempting to determine 
which of the variables was the most important in determining 
the score. The large F-Ratios and low probability of 
chances indicate that the differences were very 
significant. For example, the presence of an enrollment 
management program was the most (and only) predictor for 
the coordination opinion index. The F-Ratio was 33.3809 
and the probability of chance was computed as 0.0000, the 
lowest probability provided in the computer software (see 
Appendix I) . 
Table 81 
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Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis on Eleven Indira* 
Variables: 
EMP 
P/I 
Ch Enr 
Comp 
Presence of Enrollment Management Program 
- Public or Independent Institution 
= Change in Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment 
- Highly Competitive or Other Classification 
Index Step 1 
Activities : 
Recruiting P/I 
Retention EMP 
Research/Planning Comp 
Total P/I 
Opinion: 
Recruiting EMP 
Retention EMP 
Research EMP 
Concern Ch Enr 
Coordination EMP 
Total EMP 
Grand Total Score EMP 
ii-tep 2_Step 3_Step 4 
Comp 
P/I 
EMP P/I 
EMP Comp 
Comp 
EMP 
Comp P/I 
Information Obtained from Interviews 
Representatives from institutions which have an 
enrollment management program were interviewed to clarify 
and enhance the information obtained through the survey. 
The interviews were not exhaustive; a series of intense 
interviews would be a research endeavor in itself. The 
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four primary models and a structure unique to the 
institution were represented by the interviewees, and 
several have had more than one enrollment management 
structure on their campus. 
One of the primary themes which emerged from the 
interviews was that there is no ideal model for every 
campus. The best enrollment management structure for a 
campus will depend on the institution, the degree (if any) 
of enrollment crisis, the personalities and skills of those 
involved, the objectives to be accomplished, and the 
"readiness” of the campuses to the concept of enrollment 
management. Therefore, institutional leaders must carefully 
examine their situation before proposing (or changing) 
an enrollment management program, and must evaluate the 
political atmosphere and the individuals to be involved in 
the decision process and the enrollment management program. 
Several of the individuals whose institutions have 
used or currently utilize an enrollment management committee 
believe that the committee structure is ineffective. Others 
believed that the committee was effective in accomplishing 
their objectives; but they still offered negative comments 
about the structure. The value of the committee seems 
to depend on its members. When the committee is composed 
of vice presidential level members, the committee has the 
power to make critical decisions and create change. When 
the committee has a broad representation, the campus 
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community has a better understanding of the issues involved, 
and the various offices or departments can be directly 
involved in the decision making process. 
Most of the comments concerning committees were 
negative. Individuals felt that the committee approach 
to enrollment management was not functional because 
committees (1) move too slowly and quick, strategic 
decisions are needed in enrollment management; (2) tend 
to deal with superficial issues; (3) talk extensively but 
are not action oriented; and (4) are not detail oriented. 
Enrollment management committees are similar to other 
committees. Due to the fluid participation of membership 
and the other responsibilities of members; it is difficult 
for a committee to regularly meet, agree on the best 
solutions, and implement decisions. A committee structure 
may, therefore, be a beneficial addition to another 
enrollment management structure; but it may not be the 
best solution if the entire enrollment management program 
centers around a committee. 
Interviewees generally felt that the more structured 
approaches to enrollment management are beneficial since 
they concentrate authority on one individual. A single 
person is necessary to focus attention on the issues and 
promote coordination throughout the campus. The data 
collection can also be handled more effectively and 
efficiently, and research was an issue stressed by most 
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individuals. A director of enrollment management can not, 
however, be expected to fulfill daily operations of an 
office such as the admissions office. The person must 
have the time as well as the ability to accomplish the 
objectives of enrollment management. 
The individuals stressed that the total campus must 
be involved in the enrollment management process and the 
enthusiasm of the academic sector is critical. Although 
the size of the student body may not motivate some faculty 
members to become involved, they will usually respond to 
efforts aimed at maintaining or increasing the quality 
of students. 
Two other issues were often discussed during the 
interviews. First, it is very important to communicate to 
the college community the administration's intentions in 
establishing an enrollment management program before it is 
initiated. The justification for the program and its 
functional structure should be communicated so that the 
committee or staff person is not constantly explaining and 
justifying the efforts. The total campus community must be 
supportive and understand how they can assist in the 
institutional efforts. If key administrators or faculty 
members are not given the opportunity for input before the 
program is initiated, they may not be totally cooperative. 
It is also helpful to have the hierarchical and cooperative 
relationships detailed in advance. For example, if a 
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director of enrollment management has the general respon¬ 
sibility for new student orientation but does not have 
line authority for the person who organizes the orientation 
program; what should their working relationship be? 
The second issue is the need for data and research. 
Information influences the decision making process of an 
institution and an enrollment management program is not 
effective without research. Institutions can no longer 
base decisions on "the way it used to be" or hunches. 
Hard data is essential. A computer data base, someone 
to ask the proper research questions, and the ability to 
utilize the data base to answer the questions are important 
elements of any enrollment management program. 
The individuals with whom I talked were enthusiastic 
about enrollment management. They were realistic about 
their institution’s efforts and mentioned the negative 
as well as the positive aspects. They were eager to talk, 
and each interview could have lasted substantially longer. 
Summary 
This chapter provided an extensive amount of data 
and numerous tables. It is, therefore, advantageous to 
summarize some of the information beginning with a review 
of the hypotheses which were tested. 
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Hypotheses Testing 
Hypothesis #1 
That at least two thirds of the institutions will identify 
the same offices or departments which should be included 
in an enrollment management division for undergraduate, 
four year institutions of higher education." 
Six areas were identified by at least two of every 
three respondents as being essential to be included in 
an enrollment management division. Admissions (98.6%), 
retention (90.4%), financial aid (90.3%), marketing (80.4%), 
academic advising (73.6%), and orientation (70.9%) were 
the areas identified. Institutional research almost 
received enough affirmative responses to be included in 
the "ideal enrollment management division." Sixty four 
percent of the respondents indicated that it was essential 
to be included. Hence, the hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis #2 
"That at least two thirds of the institutions will identify 
the same items as the primary obstacles which hinder the 
creation or development of enrollment management programs 
within undergraduate, four year institutions of higher 
education. " 
The obstacle to enrollment management efforts (or 
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increased efforts) which scored the highest was financial 
resources. This obstacle had a mean response of 4.206 
on a seven point scale. The lack of research obtained 
the next highest score (3.958). 
The respondents were not consistent in their rating 
of the primary obstacles. Two thirds did not select any 
obstacle as the primary one; and the hypothesis was, 
therefore, not accepted. The item which received the 
highest mean score, financial resources, was selected most 
often as the primary obstacle. Forty three percent of 
the respondents did not select any item as more important 
than financial resources; although another item was 
sometimes given the same rating by a respondent. Twenty 
four percent did not list any item higher than the lack 
of research. 
Hypothesis #3 
"That there are significant differences in student 
retention, research, and recruiting activities; and 
institutional coordination between institutions which have 
and do not have a formal enrollment management program." 
Eleven indices were created for activities and opinion 
items concerning recruitment, retention, research, concern, 
and coordination. T Tests on the mean responses identified 
significant differences (probability of chance less than 
.05) on every indices. (The tests were significant at 
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the .01 level nine times. The probability o£ chance for 
the other two indices were .014 and .015) 
The scores for the eleven indices were also divided 
about the medians. Institutions were grouped as scoring 
below the median, or at or above the median; and Chi Square 
tests of significance were performed. Significant 
^^^erences (probability of chance less than .05) were 
identified eight times (five of these were significant 
at the .01 level). The probability of chance for the 
remaining three indices were .053, .056, and .087. Due 
to the T Test and Chi Square analyses, hypothesis three 
was accepted. 
Hypothesis #4 
"That formal enrollment management programs are more 
prevalent at independent institutions than at public 
institutions." 
The sample was fairly evenly divided between public 
and independent institutions. One hundred sixteen public 
institutions responded to the survey and the question 
regarding the presence of an enrollment management program; 
while the figure for independent institutions was 111. 
Of the responding institutions, 64.0% of the independent 
and 54.3% of the public institutions have an enrollment 
management program. Although this would indicate that 
programs are more prevalent at independent institutions, 
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the data did not support (at the .05 level of significance) 
the conclusion and the distribution may be a chance 
occurrence. The hypothesis, therefore, could not be 
accepted. 
General Information 
Many of the institutions included in the sample 
experienced enrollment declines in their full-time under¬ 
graduate enrollment during the fall 1980 to fall 1984 
period. The mean (-0.108%) and median (-0.5%) reflected 
small declines for the period. The largest declines (10.3%) 
were experienced by small institutions whose 1984 
enrollments were under 1,000. 
Respondents indicated that some type of an enrollment 
management program existed on three of every five campuses. 
The most prevalent type of structure (39 institutions) 
was "other", a type of structure which did not correspond 
to one of the four models in the literature. Thirty eight 
institutions indicated that they have a marketing committee 
and 22 stated that their structure coincided with the staff 
coordinator model. The last two models, enrollment 
management division and matrix system, are utilized by 
19 and 16 institutions respectively. The fact that 134 
of the responding colleges indicated that they have an 
enrollment management program is, however, more significant 
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(for this research study) than the particular type of 
structure. An ideal structure for one institution may 
not be appropriate for another college due to the nature 
of the institution; and the personalities, skills, and 
abilities of the college personnel. 
The existence of an enrollment management program 
varied by characteristics of the institution. Seventy 
one percent of the institutions with admissions selectivity 
classified as highly competitive have an enrollment 
management program. Programs are also more prevalent at 
institutions with 1984 full-time undergraduate enrollments 
between 2,000 and 2,999 (70.0%), and institutions that 
have experienced a change in their 1980-84 enrollments 
which was more than the median change (61.4%). As 
previously stated, programs also existed most often at 
independent institutions (64.0%). 
One-half of the enrollment management programs 
currently in operation were started during or since the 
1983-84 academic year. Due to this fact, there has been 
an insufficient amount of time to determine the programs’ 
effectiveness on the quality or quantity of the student 
body. The respondents, however, believe their programs 
are effective. Institutions which have an enrollment 
management division rated their program’s effectiveness 
higher than the ratings for other models. 
Published data on the number of high school graduates 
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indicates that there will be a major decline in the number 
of high school graduates by the mid 1990s. Numerous 
projections have estimated that the undergraduate 
enrollments will decline by at least 5%. Nevertheless, 
the respondents do not believe that the declines will affect 
their institution. Less than one fifth (18.2%) anticipate 
their enrollments declining by more than 5%. Most 
institutions (48.9%) anticipate stable enrollments or 
minimal changes; and 32.9% believe that their enrollments 
will increase by more than 5%. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 
American colleges and universities are entering one 
of the most frightening periods in the history of higher 
education. After decades of growth, there will be a drastic 
reduction in the number of traditional college-aged 
students. Institutions will fiercely compete for the finite 
number of students. Some will be able to maintain their 
desired enrollment, but may experience a decline in the 
quality of their student body. Many will face enrollment 
reversals and will struggle to survive. Some institutions 
will be forced to retrench, merge, change the nature of 
the institution, or cease operations. 
If one uses 1978 as a base year, there will be a 23.3% 
decline in the number of 18-24 year olds by 1997. Another 
manner in which to view the demographics is to project the 
number of high school graduates; and the 1992 high school 
graduating class will be 22% smaller than the class of 1981. 
Some of these declines may be offset by an increase in 
older, minority, or part-time students. Potential declines 
are, however, a virtual reality for many institutions. 
A new element in higher education has emerged as a 
means by which colleges can attempt to have an influence 
over their future. Many colleges have adopted enrollment 
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management programs within the last few years, and many 
more will do so before the end of the decade. Enrollment 
management is founded on a marketing orientation which 
focuses on the student, the consumer of higher education. 
A marketing orientation stresses the identification of 
the consumers’ needs and the formation of a plan to address 
those needs . 
The principles of enrollment management indicate that 
a college can have an influence over the quality or quantity 
of its student body. It can do so by directing institu¬ 
tional attention to the many issues and activities which 
influence a student’s matriculation and persistence. The 
approach emphasizes a total campus endeavor. All segments 
of the campus, and especially the student affairs and 
academic affairs areas, must be involved and committed 
to the effort. The emphasis must also be on the institution 
rather than the student. An institution must critically 
review itself rather than assuming that there is something 
wrong with the student if he/she does not enroll and 
persist. If the institution can offer programs and services 
which exemplify quality, the students will recognize 
institutional efforts; and the results will be measured 
in the size and ability of the student body. 
This research endeavor investigated enrollment 
management in four year institutions of higher education. 
Through a questionnaire and interviews, this researcher 
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determined the prevalence of enrollment management programs, 
identified differences between institutions which have 
and do not have enrollment management programs, and 
investigated ancillary issues. Most of the study was based 
upon a survey instrument designed by the researcher. It 
was distributed to a random sample of four year institutions 
stratified on control, public or independent. A 77% 
response rate was achieved and the sample statistically 
emulated the population with no identifiable sampling bias. 
It appears that many institutions still have a "last 
survivor's mentality." Although the decline in the 
traditional age college student, 18-24, and the decline 
in high school graduates can be projected, most college 
and university representatives do not believe that the 
declines will affect them. One-third of the respondents 
indicated that they expect their 1994 full-time 
undergraduate enrollment to be more than 5% greater than 
their 1984 enrollment. Only 18% of the sample believed 
that their enrollment would decrease by more than 5%. 
This view was held even though most of the institutions 
experienced declines between 1980 and 1984. 
Approximately three of every five institutions 
currently have an enrollment management program on their 
campus; and half of these have been established since the 
1983-84 academic year. The majority of the remaining 
institutions apparently believe that an enrollment 
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management program will assist them since 73% anticipate 
the establishment of a program within the next five years. 
One may hypothesize, however, that some of these may have 
difficulty establishing programs since financial resources 
was identified as the primary obstacle to enrollment 
management efforts. 
The survey results indicated that the most common 
types of enrollment management programs are (a) models 
which are unique to an institution, and (b) a marketing 
committee. The respondents’ evaluation of their programs' 
effectiveness indicates that there is a positive correlation 
between effectiveness and the degree of program structure. 
The marketing committee received the lowest effectiveness 
rating while the enrollment management division, which 
is a highly structured approach, received the highest 
rating. This finding should not be interpreted to mean 
that a highly structured enrollment management division 
is the ideal structure for an institution. An enrollment 
management structure adopted by one institution may not 
be functional at another; and it may not be the most 
appropriate structure at the same institution at a different 
time. Enrollment management structures or programs are 
unique to each institution, and each college must decide 
what is the best approach for the institution. 
Although one cannot say that an institution should 
adopt a particular structure, it is clear that some type 
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of program should be developed. The growing body of 
enrollment management literature indicates that heightening 
institutional awareness, integrating the offices responsible 
for enrollment issues, and coordinating activities will 
assist in enrollment efforts. This research found that 
institutions which have an enrollment management program 
scored higher than those without a program on the eleven 
indices examined. (The indices involved activities or 
opinions concerning research, retention, recruiting, 
concern, and coordination items.) These higher scores 
were statistically significant for every index. Further, 
stepwise regression indicated that the presence of an 
enrollment management program, rather than one of the other 
variables studied, was the primary determinant of the index 
scores. 
The items which were used to construct the indices 
were items regarding practices or activities which the 
literature indicates are the "right things" concerning 
recruiting, retention, etc. The research did not attempt 
to determine if the occurrence of these on each campus 
proceeded or followed the establishment of an enrollment 
management program. Rather, the existence of an enrollment 
management program and these activities were studied. 
An institution can have many of the activities on 
their campus; but their potential cannot be maximized until 
the various activities associated with enrollment management 
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are coordinated and integrated. A formal enrollment 
management program may be necessary to increase visibility 
of the issues involved and increase collegial awareness. 
An effective retention program, for example, cannot be 
operated in isolation by the student affairs division 
without the active involvement and support of the academic 
affairs division. Substance and structure must go hand 
in hand. 
Most enrollment management programs have one person 
who functions in the leadership position. The more highly 
structured the approach, the more important is the 
leadership role. I would compare the Director of Enrollment 
Management to an orchestra conductor. He is critical to 
the functioning of the orchestra. He integrates the various 
parts, and controls the timing and tempo of individual 
members. He strives to achieve the best from each 
individual and section. He brings to the forefront and 
focuses attention on specific sections at the appropriate 
times. The conductor realizes that the orchestra will 
be ineffective without the various units working together; 
and he, therefore, strives for harmony and the reduction 
of discord. The conductor works at acquiring the best 
performance from each member, and must function in different 
roles to do so. He must be a teacher, communicator, leader, 
administrator, and promoter. He must be an external person 
and must represent the orchestra to many various publics. 
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He must look for good talent, and encourage individuals 
to sharpen their skills and become virtuosos. The conductor 
must recognize the weaknesses within the orchestra and 
address the problems knowing that one inadequate section 
will affect the total performance. He must continually 
firiG tune the operation of each unit and the orchestra 
as a whole. In summary, the conductor’s job is to ensure 
that everyone is playing together, that the various sections 
are integrated and blended to achieve the desired outcome. 
Colleges may not be able to control or manage their 
enrollments during the approaching years of decline; but 
they can strive to influence them. Institutions can become 
more flexible, attempt new approaches, take calculated 
risks, engage in strategic planning, conduct appropriate 
enrollment research, stress quality in programs and 
services, and critically evaluate themselves. The 
integration and coordination of the various activities, 
offices, and departments which have a direct influence 
on the recruitment and retention of students will be 
essential. Enrollment management is a new vehicle to 
accomplish these objectives. It is a concept and process 
which stresses that a comprehensive approach is greater 
than the sum of the actions of the individual offices 
(Rainsford, 1986). 
The majority of four year institutions have already 
adopted an enrollment management program, and many are 
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expected to do so by the close of the decade. Enrollment 
management is. therefore, not an isolated phenomenon; it 
is not just a theoretical concept. Enrollment management 
provides a holistic approach for an institution to address 
issues related to the quantity and quality of its student 
body. As a concept and as a process, it can help an 
institution address its enrollment goals. There is, 
however, not one "ideal" manner to establishing a program. 
The specific enrollment management approach on which an 
institution should embark is dependent upon the institution 
and its staff. Rather than attempting to copy an enrollment 
management model, an institution should critically evaluate 
its situation, establish goals and objectives, and then 
select the best means of addressing their goals. 
Although the next decade may be difficult for many 
colleges, it is helpful to remember that the Chinese word 
for crisis can be translated as either danger or 
opportunity. Stewart and Dickason (1979) wrote: 
At least one demographic impact will be positive. 
Institutions will be compelled to become more 
introspective and analytical, to undertake long 
range planning, something they did not have to 
do in good times. They will be forced to set 
priorities and develop strategies, overcome 
institutional inertia and make long overdue 
choices - for example, to identify areas of 
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growing student interest and create new programs 
to replace those for which demand mat have fallen 
off. A consumer orientation will benefit higher 
education (p. 23) . 
The question is, "How will individual institutions respond 
to the opportunities and challenges?" 
APPENDIX A 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES: 1981-2000 
The data on the following pages has been compiled 
by the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
(McConnell, W. R. & Kaufman, N., 1984). The figures 
represent the percentage change in the projected number 
of high school graduates from 1981 to the end of the 
century. The data for 22 states include public and 
nonpublic schools. Only public school data are included 
for the remaining states and the District of Columbia. 
The four years represent (1) a low point during the 1984-87 
period, (2) an increase during 1988 or 1989, (3) a second 
low point during the 1990-94 period, and (4) the last year 
of the projections. 
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APPENDIX B 
DETERMINATION OF SAMPLE SIZE 
The following formula was used to determine the sample 
2 
size: 
n = ( z * SQRT(pi*(1-pi)) / d ) squared 
N = n / (1+n/TP) 
z = the numeric value for a .95 confidence interval, 1.96. 
pi = an estimate of the population having one of the four 
enrollment management programs, 5%. 
d = the maximum acceptable error in the sample 
proportion, .05. 
TP = the total population 
The total population of four year institutions was: 
Public Private Total 
512 902 1414 
A sample of 132 colleges was necessary to be 95% 
certain that the sample population would differ from the 
true population by less than 5%. The distribution of this 
sample was: public institutions, 64; private institutions, 
68; total, 132. 
The response rate was estimated to be .45. Therefore, 
295 (143 public and 152 private) institutions were included 
in the sample. 
2Schlesselman, James. ( 1982). Case-Control Studies. New 
York: Oxford University Press, p. 168. 
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APPENDIX C 
ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
1 “ to identify these S ?.m “1« £2C 
infotnntion on current proctices. This information will be used in conto^Tion 
with data on your institution which has been published in the Colleoe rwr_ v 
inotion Board's The Celle,e Handbook ond othef ,o„«s. ? o .^',0?‘to «*.po„T 
to a few questions and statements regarding undergraduate enrollment manafiement 
at your institution. There are no correct responses; I am interested in your 0Dinion<; 
and the activities at yom- campus. I must ask you to identify the institution so 
that your responses can be matched with information about your institution- bit 
your responses will be kept COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL* 1 b 
Enclosed is a postage paid, self-addressed envelope for your convenience. 
Please take a few minutes today to respond. 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
Institution: _ 
Respondent: ___ Title: 
Please provide your first response to each statement by circling one of the 
five possible choices: Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Undecided (UN), 
Agree (A), or Strongly Agree (SA). The term "college community" which is used 
below refers collectively to the faculty and administration at your institution. 
A. Most of our college community is aware of the SD D UN A SA 
projected national decline in the number of 18 - 22 
year olds. 
B. Most of our college community believe that the SD D UN A SA 
national enrollment decline will affect this 
institution negatively. 
C. Most of our college community is aware of the SD D UN A SA 
college's financial situation. 
D. Most of our college community is concerned SD D UN A SA 
about maintaining the enrollment. 
E. This college is not devoting enough attention to SD D UN A SA 
enrollment management issues. 
F. We will not be able to maintain the academic quality SD D UN A SA 
of our entering student body during the next ten years. 
G. I am satisfied with the extent to which our college 
community i6 involved in recruiting students. 
H. This institution is conducting appropriate 
research on enrollment management issues. 
I. This institution has made a serious attempt to 
reduce our attrition rate. 
J. This college has a good academic advising system. 
SD D UN A SA 
SD D UN A SA 
SD D UN A SA 
SD D UN A SA 
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K. We have reliable and adequate data on why students 
voluntarily withdraw. SD D UN A SA 
L. 
M. 
There has been a serious attempt to coordinate the 
enrollment management activities at this institution. SD D UN A SA 
This institution considers the recruitment of 
students to be a total college endeavor rather than 
the responsibility of the Admissions Office. 
SD D UN A SA 
Our college president is very concerned about our SD D UN A 
possible enrollments during the next decade. 
O. The institution's intra-office coordination to SD D UN A SA 
address enrollment management issues is adequate. 
P. We know from our research where our non-matriculatine SD D UN A Sa 
applicants enroll. B 
Q. We have a good understanding from our research why 
our students selected this institution. 
R. This institution provides students with personal 
attention. 
SD D UN A SA 
SD D UN A SA 
In comparison to my institution’s fall, 1984 full-time undergraduate enrollment 
our enrollment in the fall of 1994 will be: 
_ 0). 
_ (2). 
_ (3). 
_ (4). 
Increase of more than 20% 
Increase of 16 - 20% 
Increase of 11 - 15% 
Increase of 6 - 10% 
_ (5). About the same (+ or - 5%) 
(6) . Decrease of 6 - 10% 
(7) . Decrease of 11 - 15% 
(8) . Decrease of 16 - 20% 
(9) . Decrease of more than 20% 
3. How would you classify your institution's admission's practices on the following 
continuum? Please circle one response. 
Open Admissions Highly Selective 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. What percent of your freshmen persist to the sophomore year? 
% 
5. What is your graduation rate? 
_% after 4 years. _% after 5 years. 
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Four Bimetiu-es for enrollment management were identified by Kemerer Baldrirfo* 
and Green in their book Strategies for Effective Enrollment Management. pieaL 
check the items which are closest to the current and iormer itru?rur>c at your 
(i!e l981-82“o 1984-85)8CademlC ye8rS durin8 the structure existed 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
A Marketing Committee - A committee of faculty and administrators 
organized to provide an advisory role. Jurisdiction is not restricted 
to admissions functions. In addition to analysis of editions data, 
activities include research on campus issues and student life, evaluation 
ot programs and services, and review of promotional activities 
FROM: TO:_ 
_A Staff Coordinator - An individual (i.e. "Director of Enrollment 
Management ) who is responsible for coordinating interdependent activities 
of admissions, financial aid, public relations, retention, etc.; 
developing an institutional marketing plan; conducting research; 
and preparing enrollment forecasts. The person does not have line 
authority or fiscal control over the other areas; he/she is responsible 
for coordination. FROM:_ TO: 
A Matrix System - A senior administrator oversees administrative 
and faculty activities which are grouped according to enrollment-related 
functions such as marketing services, enrollment services, retention 
services, and research services. FROM:_ TO:_ 
An Enrollment Management Division - A Division headed by a vice president 
who is charged with all enrollment management efforts and institutional 
advancement. The Division includes offices such as admissions, financial 
aid, long range planning, institutional research, career planning 
and placement, and public relations. It is not synonymous with a 
Student Affairs Division which includes other areas not dedicated 
to enrollment management and institutional advancement. 
FROM: TO: 
E. None - We do not have any organizational structure for enrollment 
management. 
F. Other - The following is a brief description of our structure. (Please 
continue on the last page if necessary.) FROM:_ TO:_ 
7. How effective do you consider each structure which has been utilized at your 
institution? Please circle one response for each type indicated above. 
Structures for 
Enrollment Management: 
Not Not 
Used Effective 
Very 
Effective 
Marketing Committee 0 1 
Staff Coordinator 0 1 
Matrix System 0 1 
Enrollment Management Division 0 1 
None (No structure) 0 1 
Other (Your own structure) 0 1 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
6 7 
6 7 
6 7 
6 7 
6 7 
6 7 
6 9 
8 9 
8 9 
8 9 
8 9 
8 9 
8. If your institution has utilized one of the enrollment structures listed below 
please indicate the offices/departments or individuals involved. 
Marketing Committee 
Staff Coordinator 
Matrix System 
Other (Your own structure) 
9. If you are currently using any organizational structure developed to enhance 
enrollment management, who initiated the concept (President, Provost, Director 
of Admissions, tc.)?_ 
10. If you are not_ currently using any organizational structure developed to enhance 
enrollment management, do you anticipate a reorganization for this purpose 
within the next five years? No Yes 
11. Listed below are items which may be obstacles to enrollment management efforts 
(or increased efforts) at your institution. Please respond to each using the 
following scale: 
No Little 
Obstacle Obstacle 
0 1 2 
Significant 
Obstacle 
6 7 
A. Time 
B. Financial resources 
C. Commitment of key administrators or faculty members to the purposes 
of enrollment management 
D. Personalities of key administrators or faculty members 
E. Lack of research 
F. Expertise - knowledge of what to do and how to do it 
G. The need for enrollment management is not perceived 
H. Lack of leadership 
I. Other: _ 
J. Other:  
12. Please respond to the following items by checking No or Yes 
No Yes 
A. _ _ This institution has prepared a long range plan (5 or more years). 
B. _ _ The institution has instituted within the last year (or will 
institute this year) new program(s) designed to increase student 
retention. 
C. 
D. 
We have hired consultants to assist in our efforts to recruit 
students. 
This institution has a contingency retrenchment plan. 
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No Yes 
F. 
The institution employs an individual(s) who is responsible 
lor institutional research. 
Enrollment management issues have a high priority for institutional 
rcscflrcn. 
G. The institution has an exit interview process for students who 
withdraw. 
H. 
I. 
J. 
K. 
L. 
M. 
N. 
0. 
P. 
Q. 
R. 
The institution contacts students by mail or telephone when 
they withdraw without going through an exit interview. 
As part of the college’s attrition-retention efforts, students 
who do not enroll the following semester are contacted. 
We have utilized demographic data to formulate enrollment forecasts 
for at least the next three years. 
We routinely perform cohort survival tracking on all of our 
primary student segments. 
We have special programs for students who have not declared 
a major. 
We have a formal, written plan documenting our recruitment program. 
We annually evaluate our recruitment program. 
We have a formal, written plan documenting our retention program. 
We annually evaluate our retention program. 
The person who is responsible for recruitment (vice president, 
dean, provost, etc.) is also responsible for retention. 
We have conducted within the last two years research on enrolled 
students' attitudes toward the institution. 
S. We have conducted within the last two years research on withdrawn 
students' attitudes toward the institution. 
T. 
U. 
V. 
We have conducted within the last two years research on non- 
matriculating accepted applicants' attitudes toward the institution. 
We have a systematic plan to maintain contact with prospective 
students (newsletter, series of letters, etc.). 
We have a summer orientation period(s). 
W. We have a fell orientation program. 
X. _ _ We use the College Entrance Examination Board's Student Search 
Service or the American College Testing Program's Educational 
Opportunity Service. 
Y. _ _ We have recently studied the effectiveness of our financial 
aid packages. 
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No 
Z. _ 
Yes 
We have conducted research on how our financial aid packages 
compare with those of our competition. 
AA. _ 
— 
We assess the "external environment" to identify changes which 
will effect our enrollment (i.e. demand for majors, etc.). 
BB. _ 
— 
We have identified our primary student market segments according 
to geographical areas. 
CC. _ 
— 
We have identified our primary student market segments according 
to sociodemographical characteristics. 
DD. _ 
— 
We have one person who is responsible for coordinating all retention 
efforts. 
13. If you were going to create at your institution the "ideal” Enrollment Management 
Division which would be charged with coordinating all activities aimed at main¬ 
taining the enrollment of the institution, which offices would you place within 
the division? Consider the following offices and place a check (X) under the 
column which indicates your feeling about the importance of including the office 
in the Enrollment Management Division. There are three possible responses 
for the "ideal": Essential (Ess), Important (Imp), and Not Important (Not). If 
your institution has an Enrollment Management Division, please also indicate 
its current composition under the "current" column. 
OFFICE 
A. Admissions 
B. Student Activities 
C. Retention 
D. Academic Advising 
E. Public Relations 
F. Development (fund raising) 
G. Orientation 
H. Financial Aid 
I. Housing 
J. Registrar 
K. Career Planning and Placement 
L. Counseling 
M. Institutional Research 
N. Alumni 
O. Student Employment 
P. International Students Affairs 
Q. Remedial services and study skills 
R. Marketing 
S. Minority Student Affairs 
T. Dean of Students 
U. Other: _ 
V.  
Ess Imp Not Current 
14. Do you regularly adjust enrollment projections for future semesters based on 
II!dU? “ith,lra"81 “tlfictioM, transcript requests and 
___ No, we do not. 
- Yes, we adjust our projections on the following basis: (weekly, biweekly 
monthly, etc.) _ 7’ 
15. Please identify any institutions of which you are aware that have a formal 
enrollment management program. If possible, provide the name and title of 
the appropriate contact person. 
College State Contact Person Title 
THANK YOU 
Please return this survey to: Dr. William C. Wolf, Jr and Charles R. Pollock 
158 Hills South 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01003 
APPENDIX D 
December 7, 1985 
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As you consider the items on the brief survey, please keep 
in mind the following definition: 
Enrollment management can be defined as a process, or activity, that 
influences the size, the shape, and the characteristics of a student 
body by directing institutional efforts in marketing, recruitment, 
and admissions as well as pricing and financial aid. In addition, 
the process exerts a significant influence on academic advising, insti¬ 
tutional research agenda, orientation, retention studies, and student 
services. It is not simply an administrative process. Enrollment 
management involves the entire campus. (Bossier, Don. Enrollment 
Management; An Integrated Approach. New York: College Entrance Examination 
Board. 1984. pp. 5-6.) 
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Charles R. Pollock 
158 Hills South 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01003 
Enc . 
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APPENDIX E 
January 8, 1986 
Dear 
I corresponded with you in early December and requested your 
assistance in completing the enclosed survey. I have not yet 
received a response and I am, therefore, sending this second 
appeal. Please help me achieve a satisfactory response rate. 
In addition to serving as the Director of Financial Aid at Western 
New England College, I am a doctoral student at the University 
of Massachusetts - Amherst. I am in the process of collecting 
the data for my dissertation; and your institution has been 
selected as part of a stratified, random sample. 
The enclosed survey instrument is designed to determine the extent 
to which colleges are adopting formal "enrollment management 
programs." I will be very appreciative if you will take about 
15 minutes to complete it prior to January 25th. A stamped, 
self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. (If 
you do not feel you are the most qualified person on your campus to 
complete this questionnaire, please give it to the best person to 
answer it.) You can be certain that your responses will be 
held in the strictest confidence. If you are interested in 
receiving a summary of my findings, please indicate on the last 
page. 
As you consider the items on the brief survey, please keep in 
mind the following definition: 
Enrollment management can be defined as a process, or activity, that 
influences the size, the shape, and the characteristics of a student 
body by directing institutional efforts in marketing, recruitment, 
and admissions as well as pricing and financial aid. In addition, 
the process exerts a significant influence on academic advising, insti¬ 
tutional research agenda, orientation, retention studies, and student 
services. It is not simply an administrative process. Enrollment 
management involves the entire campus. (Hossler, Don. Enrollment 
Management: An Integrated Approach. New York: College Entrance Examination 
Board. 1984. pp. 5-6.) 
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Charles R. Pollock 
158 Hills South 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01003 
Enc . 
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APPENDIX F 
RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS IN THE RANDOM SAMPLE 
Adams State College 
6 CO 
Adel phi University 
NY 
Alabama Agricultural & Mechanical University AL 
Alderson-Broaddus College wv 
Allegheny College pA 
Alliance College pA 
AngeloStateUniversity j ^ 
Arkansas College 
Asbury College py 
Auburn University AL 
Augesburg College MN 
Augusta College GA 
Aurora College IL 
Averett College VA 
Baker University KS 
Bartlesville Wesleyan College OK 
Bethany College WV 
Bethel College KS 
Boston College MA 
Brenau College GA 
Butler University IN 
California Institute of Technology CA 
California State College - Stanislaus CA 
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California State Polytechnic University - Pomona 
California State University - San Bernardino 
California State University - Chico 
California University of Pennsylvania 
Calvin College 
Cameron University q^ 
Canisius College NY 
Carnegie-Me1lon University 
Center for Creative Studies: 
College of Art and Design MI 
Central Missouri State University MO 
Centre College KY 
Chestnut Hill College PA 
Chicago State University IL 
College Misericordia PA 
College of Mount St. Vincent NY 
College of St. Catherine MN 
College of St. Rose NY 
College of the Southwest NM 
Colorado College CO 
Concordia College OR 
Creighton University NE 
CUNY - Hunter College NY 
CUNY - York College NY 
Dana College 
De Paul University 
186 
Delaware State College 
D E 
Depauw University ^ 
Drake University ^ 
DrewUniversity ^ ^ 
EastCarolinaUniversity ^ ^ 
Central Oklahoma State University qj^ 
Eastern Connecticut State College q'P 
Eastern Kentucky University KY 
Emmanuel College ^A 
Felician College NJ 
Ferris State College MI 
Fitchburg State College MA 
Florida Agricultural & Mechanical University FL 
Framingham State College MA 
Friends University KS 
Frostburg State College MD 
Georgia State University GA 
Georgian Court College NJ 
Gettysburgh College PA 
Grand Rapids Baptist College and Seminary MI 
Haverford College PA 
Henderson State University AR 
High Point College NC 
Hope College ^1 
Illinois State University 
Incarnate Word College TX 
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Indiana State University - Terre Haute IN 
Indiana State University - Evansville 
Iowa State University 
IA 
Jackonsonville State University AL 
Juniata College pA 
Kansas State University 
Kent State University qP 
Lake Superior State College 
LeMoyne-Owen College 
Lenoir-Rhyne College ^C 
LeTourneau College TX 
Lewis and Clark College OR 
Lincoln University PA 
Livingston University AL 
Loretto Heights College CO 
Macalester College MN 
Madonna College MI 
Marion College IN 
Mary Washington College VA 
Memphis State University TN 
Meredith College NC 
Middle Tennessee State University TN 
Millsaps College MS 
Mississippi College MS 
Mississippi University for Women MS 
Missouri Western State College MO 
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Montana State University 
Neumann College 
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology 
New York Institute of Technology 
Norfolk State University 
North Texas State University 
Northeastern Illinois University 
Northern Arizona University 
Northern Illinois University 
Northwestern University 
Notre Dame College 
Oakland University 
Oglethorpe University 
Ohio State University - Columbus 
Otterbein College 
Our Lady of the Lake University of San Antonio 
Pepperdine University 
Peru State University 
Radford University 
Ramapo College of New Jersey 
Randolph-Macon Woman's College 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
Rhode Island College 
Rice University 
Roanoke College 
Roberts Wesleyan College 
MT 
PA 
NM 
NY 
VA 
TX 
IL 
AR 
IL 
IL 
NH 
MI 
GA 
OH 
OH 
TX 
CA 
NE 
VA 
NJ 
VA 
NY 
RI 
TX 
VA 
NY 
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Saint Mary of the Plains College 
Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College 
Salisbury State College 
Sam Houston State University 
Samford University 
San Diego State University 
Sarah Lawrence College 
School of Visual Arts 
Scripps College 
Seattle University 
Shenandoah College and Conservatory of Music 
Shorter College 
Sioux Falls College 
South Carolina State College 
Southeast Missouri State University 
Southern Connecticut State University 
Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville 
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale 
Southwest Missouri State University 
Southwest State University 
Southwest Texas State University 
Southwestern College 
St. Bonaventure University 
St. John's University 
St. Johns University 
St. Lawrence University 
KS 
IN 
MD 
TX 
AL 
CA 
NY 
NY 
CA 
WA 
VA 
GA 
SD 
SC 
MO 
CT 
IL 
IL 
MO 
MN 
TX 
KS 
NY 
NY 
MN 
NY 
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Sterling College 
KS 
Stetson University 
FL 
SUNY at Binghamton 
NY 
SUNY at Buffalo 
NY 
SUNY at Oswego 
NY 
SUNY College at Fredonia NY 
SUNY College Plattsburgh NY 
Tabor College KS 
Texas Tech University TX 
The Citadel SC 
Thiel College PA 
Thomas More College KY 
Trevecca Nazarene College TN 
Trinity College CT 
Tuskegee Institute AL 
Union College NE 
University of Akron - Main Campus OH 
University of Alabama AL 
University of Alabama at Birmingham AL 
University of Alabama in Huntsville AL 
University of California - Los Angles CA 
University of California - Davis CA 
University of California - Berkeley CA 
University of California - Santa Barbara . CA 
University of Charleston WV 
University of Delaware DE 
University of Dubuque 
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IA 
University of Georgia 
GA 
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
HI 
University of Illinois IL 
University of Iowa IA 
University of Kansas KS 
University of Lowell MA 
University of Maine at Fort Kent ME 
University of Maryland - Eastern Shore MD 
University of Massachusetts - Boston Campus MA 
University of Michigan - Dearborn MI 
University of Minnesota - Twin Cities MN 
University of Missouri - Kansas City MO 
University of Missouri - Columbia MO 
University of Nevada - Reno NV 
University of Nevada: Las Vegas NV 
University of North Dakota - Main Campus ND 
University of Northern Colorado CO 
University of Notre Dame IN 
University of Pittsburgh at Johnstown PA 
University of San Diego CA 
University of Santa Clara CA 
University of South Carolina - Costal Carolina College SC 
University of South Dakota - Main Campus SD 
University of Southern Maine ME 
University of Southern Mississippi MS 
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University of Southwestern Louisiana 
University of Texas at San Antonio Tx 
University of Texas at Arlington Tx 
University of Virginia - Main Campus VA 
Vermont College of Norwich University yp 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University VA 
Voorhees College sc 
Wartburg College IA 
Washburn University of Topeka KS 
Washington State University WA 
Wayne State College NE 
Wayne State University Mi 
Wesleyan University CT 
Western Baptist College OR 
Western Oregon State College OR 
Western State College of Colorado CO 
Westmar College IA 
Westminister College PA 
Wheeling College WV 
Wilmington College DE 
Wintrop College SC 
Wofford College SC 
Worcester State College MA 
Xavier University of Louisiana LA 
APPENDIX G 
RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS IN THE SPECIAL SAMPLE 
Alabama State University AL 
Ball State University 
Bellevue College ^, 
Bradley University jy 
Brigham Young University yj 
C. W. Post Campus/Long Island University NY 
California State University - Long Beach CA 
Carleton College MN 
Catawba College NC 
Claremont McKenna College CA 
College of Wooster OH 
Concordia College IL 
Concordia Luthern College TX 
CUNY - City College NY 
East Tennessee State University TN 
Emporia State University KS 
Flagler College FL 
Gannon University PA 
Gardner-Webb College NC 
Gonzaga University WA 
Grambling State University LA 
Hendrix College AK 
Houghton College NY 
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John Brown University 
AK 
John Carroll University 
OH 
Johns Hopkins University 
MD 
Larabuth College 
TN 
Lawrence University 
WI 
Lynchburg College 
VA 
Maryville College - St. Louis 
MO 
Michigan Technological University MI 
Monmouth College NJ 
Muskingum College OH 
Northwest Missouri State University MO 
Ohio Wesleyan University OH 
Old Dominion University VA 
Olivet Nazarene College IL 
Pace University NY 
Pennsylvania State University PA 
Pittsburgh State University KS 
Point Park College PA 
Poly technical Institute NY 
Rockford College IL 
School of the Art Institute IL 
> 
Southwestern University TX 
Spring Hill College AL 
St. Ambrose College IA 
St. Mary's University TX 
Stonehill College MA 
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Suffolk University 
MA 
Syracuse University 
NY 
Texas Christian University 
TX 
Tufts University 
MA 
University of Albuquerque NM 
University of Houston-University Park TX 
University of Maine- Orono ME 
University of Massachusetts-Amherst MA 
University of Montana MT 
University of Pittsburgh PA 
University of Rochester NY 
University of Southern California CA 
University of Tampa FL 
University of Wisconsin Oshkosh WS 
Upsala College NJ 
Valparaiso University IN 
Virginia Commonwealth University VA 
Washington University MO 
Westfield State College MA 
APPENDIX H 
BARRON’S ADMISSIONS SELECTIVITY CRITERIA 
The following definitions are provided in Barron * s 
Profiles of American Colleges (14th ed.): College Division 
of Barron’s Educational Series (Eds.). Barron’s Educational 
Series, Inc: 1984 (pp. x-xviii). 
Most Competitive 
Even superior students will encounter a great 
deal of competition for admission to the colleges 
in this category. In general, these colleges 
require high school rank in the top 10% to 20% 
and grade averages of A to B+. Median freshman 
test scores at these colleges are generally 
between 625 and 800 on the SAT and above 27 on 
the ACT. In addition, many of these colleges 
admit only a small percentage of those who apply 
-- usually fewer than one-third. 
Highly Competitive 
Colleges in this group look for students with 
grade averages of B+ to B and accept most of 
their students from the top 20% to 35% of the 
high school class. Median freshman test scores 
at these colleges range from 575 to 625 on the 
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SAT and 26 to 27 of the ACT. These schools 
generally accept between one-third and one-half 
of their applicants. 
Very Competitive 
The colleges in this category admit students 
whose averages are no less than B- and who rank 
in the top 35% to 50% of their graduating class. 
They report median freshman test scores in the 
525 to 575 range on the SAT and in the 23 to 
25 on the ACT. The schools in this category 
generally accept between one-half and three- 
quarters of their applicants. 
Competitive 
This category is a very broad one, covering 
colleges that generally have median freshman 
test scores between 450 and 525 on the SAT and 
between 19 and 22 on the ACT. Some of these 
colleges require that students have high school 
averages of B- or better, although others state 
a minimum of C+ or C. Generally, these colleges 
prefer students in the top 50% to 65% of the 
graduating class and accept between 75% and 85% 
of their applicants. 
Less Competitive 
Included in this category are colleges with median 
freshman test scores below 450 on the SAT and 
below 19 on the ACT; some colleges that require 
entrance examinations but do not report median 
scores; and colleges that admit students with 
averages below C who rank in the top 65% of the 
graduating class. These colleges usually admit 
85% or more of their applicants. 
Noncompetitive 
The colleges in this category generally only 
require evidence of graduation from an accredited 
high school (although they may also require the 
completion of a certain number of high school 
units). Some require that entrance examinations 
be taken for placement purposes only, or only 
by graduates of unaccredited high schools or 
only by out-of-state students. In some cases, 
insufficient capacity may compel a college in 
this category to limit the number of students 
that are accepted; generally, however, if a 
college accepts all its applicants, it 
automatically falls in this category. 
Special 
Listed here are colleges whose programs of study 
are specialized; professional schools of art, 
music, or theater arts. In general, the 
admissions requirements are not based primarily 
on academic criteria, but on evidence of talent 
or special interest in the field. Many other 
colleges and universities offer special-interest 
programs in addition to regular academic 
curricula, but such institutions have been given 
a regular competitive rating based on academic 
criteria. 
APPENDIX I 
STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR THE ELEVEN INDICES 
Stepwise Regression to Predict: Recruiting Activities 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var. Variable label Standard Mean_Deviation 
DV Recruiting Activities 16.7193 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
2.3240 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple ' Increase 
No. Entered_R RSQ_jn RSQ 
1 IV2 0.3724 0.1387 0.1387 
2 IV4 0.4375 0.1914 0.0527 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.1914 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.4375 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 2.0991 
F-Ratio = 26.6291 
Degrees of freedom = 2 & 225 
Probability of chance = 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Recruiting Activities 
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Regression coefficients 
Constant = 15.7088 
Var . Coe f f. Beta F-ratio Prob . Std . Error 
IV2 
IV4 
1.5670 
1.4445 
0.3378 
0.2321 
31.049 
14.663 
0.000 
0.000 
0.2812 
0.3772 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IVI IV2 TV3 
IV1 0.1397 
IV2 0.3724 0.0979 
IV3 -.1286 0.0484 -.2106 
IV4 0.2825 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV2 
IV4 0.1491 
202 
Stepwise Regression to Predict: Retention Activities 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var. Variable label Standard Mean_Deviation 
DV Retention Activities 20.5614 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
2.9008 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple Increase 
No. Entered_R_RS Q_in RSQ 
1 IV1 0.2306 0.0532 0.0532 
2 IV2 0.2809 0.0789 0.0257 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.0789 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.2809 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 2.7964 
F-Ratio = 9.6376 
Degrees of freedom = 2 & 225 
Probability of chance = 0.0003 
Number of valid cases = 
Number of missing cases = 
Response percent = 
(Mean substitution used 
228 
0 
100.00 % 
1 times) 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Retention Activities 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 19.3550 
Var . Coeff. Beta F-ratio Prob . Std. Error 
IV1 
IV2 
1.2670 
0.9334 
0.2148 
0.1612 
11.163 
6.287 
0.001 
0.012 
0.3792 
0.3722 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV_IV1_IV2 IV3 
IV1 0.2306 
IV2 0.1822 0.0979 
IV3 
-.1424 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 0.0474 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV1 
IV2 0.0979 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Research and 
Planning Activities 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var •Variable 1abe1 Standard Mean_Deviation 
Research/Planning Activities 15.2500 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
2.5018 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step 
No. 
Variable 
Entered 
Multiple 
R RSQ 
Increase 
in RSQ 
1 IV4 0.3277 0.1074 0.1074 
2 IV1 0.3985 0.1588 0.0514 
3 IV2 0.4321 0.1867 0.0279 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.1867 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.4321 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 2.2713 
F-Ratio = 17.1376 
Degrees of freedom = 3 & 224 
Probability of chance = 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
Stepwise Regression to Predict: Research and Planning 
Activities 
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Regression coefficients 
Constant = 13.8798 
Var . Coeff. Beta F-ratio Prob . Std . Error 
IV1 
IV2 
IV4 
1.0897 
0.8459 
1.8684 
0.2142 
0.1694 
0.2789 
12.400 
7.675 
20.757 
0.001 
0.006 
0.000 
0.3095 
0.3053 
0.4101 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV_IV1_IV2_IV3 
IV1 0.2614 
IV2 0.2320 0.0979 
IV3 
-.0439 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 0.3277 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV1 IV2 
IV2 
IV4 
0.0830 
0.0965 0.1399 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Total Activities Score 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var. Variable label Standard Mean_Deviation 
DV Total Activities Score 42.1140 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
4.6579 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step 
No. 
Variable 
Entered 
Multiple 
R RSQ 
Increase 
in RSQ 
1 IV2 0.2817 0.0794 0.0794 
2 IV1 0.3729 0.1390 0.0597 
3 IV4 0.3978 0.1582 0.0192 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.1582 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.3978 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 4.3021 
F-Ratio = 14.0358 
Degrees of freedom = 3 & 224 
Probability of chance = 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Total Activities Score 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 39.4376 
Var . Coef f . Beta F-ratio Prob . Std. Error 
IV1 
IV2 
IV4 
2.1970 
2.2125 
1.7563 
0.2320 
0.2380 
0.1408 
14.048 
14.635 
5.113 
0.000 
0.000 
0.023 
0.5862 
0.5783 
0.7768 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV_IV1_IV2 IV3 
IV1 0.2707 
IV2 0.2817 0.0979 
IV3 -.1340 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 0.2017 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV1 IV2 
IV2 
IV4 
0.0830 
0.0965 0.1399 
Stepwise Regression to Predict: Recruiting Opinion 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
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Var. Variable label Standard 
Mean Deviation 
DV Recruiting Opinion 5.1140 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
2.4683 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple ' Increase 
No. Entered_R*RSQ_jn RSQ 
1 IV1 0.2630 0.0692 0.0692 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.0692 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.2630 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 2.3867 
F-Ratio = 16.7949 
Degrees of freedom = 1 & 226 
Probability of chance = 0.0002 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
Stepwise Regression to Predict: Recruiting Opinion 
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Regression coefficients 
Constant = 4.3348 
Var ■ 
IV1 
Coef f .Beta 
1.3201 0.2630 
F-ratio Prob. Std. Error 
16.795 0.000 0.3221 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IV1 IV2 IV3 
IV1 0.2630 
IV2 0.0471 0.0979 
IV3 0.0427 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 0.1274 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Retention Opinion 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var. Variable label Standard 
^ean_Deviation 
DV Retention Opinion 7.6623 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
3.0437 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple Increase 
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ 
1 IV1 0.1438 0.0207 0.0207 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination 
Coefficient of multiple correlation 
Standard error of multiple estimate 
F-Ratio = 4.7726 
Degrees of freedom = 1 & 226 
Probability of chance = 0.0281 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
0.0207 
0.1438 
3.0187 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Retention Opinion 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 7.1369 
-Var» Coeff. Beta F-ratio Prob.' 
IV1 0.8901 0.1438 4.773 0.028 
Std. Error 
0.4074 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV_IV1_IV2 IV3 
IV1 0.1438 
IV2 
-.0034 0.0979 
IV3 0.0101 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 0.0885 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Research Opinion 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var . Variable label Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
DV Research Opinion 11.4167 3.8228 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 0.4918 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 0.5010 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 0.5011 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple Increase 
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ 
1 IV1 0.2170 0.0471 0.0471 
2 IV4 0.2849 0.0812 0.0341 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination 
Coefficient of multiple correlation 
Standard error of multiple estimate 
F-Ratio = 9.9363 
Degrees of freedom = 2 & 225 
Probability of chance = 0.0002 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
0.0812 
0.2849 
3.6807 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Research Opinion 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 10.1975 
Var . Coef f . Beta F-ratio Pr ob . Std . Error 
IV1 
IV4 
1.5287 
1.9005 
0.1967 
0.1857 
9.357 
8.341 
0.003 
0.005 
0.4998 
0.6580 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IV1 IV2 IV3 
IV1 
IV2 
IV3 
0.2170 
0.1411 
0.0057 
0.0979 
0.0484 -.2106 
IV4 0.2072 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV1 
IV4 0.1096 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Concern Opinion 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var . Variable label Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
DV Concern Opinion 7.8991 2.1059 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 0.4918 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 0.5010 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 0.5011 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple Increase 
No. Entered_R RSQ_in RSQ 
1 IV3 0.2567 0.0659 
2 IV1 0.3393 0.1151 
0.0659 
0.0492 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination 
Coefficient of multiple correlation 
Standard error of multiple estimate 
F-Ratio = 14.6358 
Degrees of freedom = 2 & 225 
Probability of chance = 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
0.1151 
0.3393 
1.9897 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Concern Opinion 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 7.8998 
Var . Coe f f. Beta F-ratio Pr ob . Std. Error 
IV1 
IV3 
0.9510 
-1.1241 
0.2221 
-0.2675 
12.511 
18.149 
0.001 
0.000 
0.2689 
0.2639 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IV1 IV2 IV3 
IV1 0.2091 
IV2 0.1808 0.0979 
IV3 -.2567 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 
-.1130 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV1 
IV3 0.0484 
216 
Stepwise Regression to Predict: Coordination Opinion 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var . Variable label Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
DV Coordination Opinion 5.1667 2.4920 
IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 0.4918 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 0.5010 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 0.5011 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple Increase 
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ 
1 IV1 0.3587 0.1287 0.1287 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.1287 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.3587 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 2.3313 
F-Ratio 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance 
= 33.3809 
= 1 & 226 
= 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Coordination Opinion 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 4.0936 
Var. Coeff. Beta F-ratio 
IV1 1.8178 0.3587 33.381 
Prob. Std. Error 
0.000 0.3146 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IV1 IV2 fvT 
IV1 0.3587 
IV2 
-.0659 0.0979 
IV3 0.0388 0.0484 
-.2106 
IV4 0.1167 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Total Opinion Score 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var . Variable label Mean 
Standard 
De via tion 
DV Total Opinion Score 34.9693 8.6046 IV1 Enrollment Management 0.5903 0.4918 
IV2 Public or Independent 0.4912 0.5010 
IV3 Change in Enrollment 0.5000 0.5011 
IV4 Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step Variable Multiple Increase 
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ 
1 IV1 0.3680 0.1354 0.1354 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination = 0.1354 
Coefficient of multiple correlation = 0.3680 
Standard error of multiple estimate = 8.0185 
F-Ratio = 35.3936 
Degrees of freedom = 1 & 226 
Probability of chance = 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases = 0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Total Opinion Score 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 31.1687 
Var. Coeff. Beta F-ratio 
IV1 6.4384 0.3680 35.394 
Prob. St d. Error 
0.000 1.0822 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IV1 IV2 IV3 
IV1 0.3680 
IV2 0.0914 0.0979 
IV3 
-.0291 0.0484 -.2106 
IV4 0.1565 0.1096 0.1491 0.1177 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Grand Total Score 
Variable List - Descriptive Statistics 
Var. Variable label Standard Mean Devi a t i o n 
DV 
IV1 
IV2 
IV3 
IV4 
Grand Total Score 77.0833 
Enrollment Management 0.5903 
Public or Independent 0.4912 
Change in Enrollment 0.5000 
Highly Competitive - Other 0.1667 
11.8093 
0.4918 
0.5010 
0.5011 
0.3735 
Stepwise Regression Summary Table 
Step 
No. 
Variable 
Entered 
Multiple 
R RSQ 
Increase 
in RSQ 
1 IV1 0.3749 0.1405 0.1405 
2 IV4 0.4051 0.1641 0.0235 
3 IV2 0.4229 0.1788 0.0147 
Regression Statistics 
Coefficient of multiple determination 
Coefficient of multiple correlation 
Standard error of multiple estimate 
F-Ratio = 16.2592 
Degrees of freedom = 3 & 224 
Probability of chance = 0.0000 
Number of valid cases = 228 
Number of missing cases =0 
Response percent = 100.00 % 
(Mean substitution used 1 times) 
0.1788 
0.4229 
10.7729 
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Stepwise Regression to Predict: Grand Total Score 
Regression coefficients 
Constant = 70.0041 
Var . Coeff. Beta F-ratio Pr ob . Std . Error 
IV1 
IV2 
IV4 
8.3517 
2.9040 
4.3354 
0.3478 
0.1232 
0.1371 
32.375 
4.021 
4.968 
0.000 
0.043 
0.025 
1.4678 
1.4483 
1.9451 
Simple correlation matrix 
DV IV1 IV2 IV3 
IV1 
IV2 
IV3 
IV4 
0.3749 
0.1777 
-.0741 
0.1936 
0.0979 
0.0484 
0.1096 
-.2106 
0.1491 0.1177 
Partial correlation matrix 
IV1 IV2 
IV2 
IV4 
0.0830 
0.0965 0. 1399 
appendix j 
CHI SQUARE ANALYSES 
Table 87 
Chi Square Analysis on 
Admissions Selectivity 
Recruiting Activities Score hi 
Admissions Selectivity - (Y Axis) 
-- BY- 
Recruiting Activities Score - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 3 35 38 
Highly Row % 7.9 92.1 
Competitive Column % 3.3 26.1 17.0 
Total % 1.3 15.6 
Number 48 66 114 
Row % 42.1 57.9 
Competitive Column % 53.3 49.3 50.9 
Total % 21.4 29.5 
Number 39 33 72 
Less Row % 54.2 45.8 
Competitive Column % 43.3 24.6 32.1 
Total % 17.4 14.7 
Column N 90 134 224 
Column % 40.2 59.8 100.0 
Chi square = 22.515 Degrees of freedom = 2 
Probability of chance = 0.000 Gamma = -.498 
Contingency coeff. = .302 
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Table 88 
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tHPCollege AnalySis °n Recruiting Activities Score by Type 
Type of College (Public or Independent) - (Y Axis) 
Recruiting Activities Score - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 69 47 116 
Row % 59.5 40.5 
Public Column % 75.0 34.6 50.9 
Total % 30.3 20.6 
Number 23 89 112 
Row % 20.5 79.5 
Independent Column % 25.0 65.4 49.1 
Total % 10.1 39.0 
Column N 92 136 228 
Column % 40.4 59.6 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Probability of chance 
Contingency coeff. 
34.312 Degrees of freedom 
0.000 Yule's Q 
. 362 
1 
.701 
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Table 89 
ghi Square Analysis on Research and Planning AcMvIMpc 
Score by Region of Country " " 
Region of Country - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY --- 
Research and Planning Activities - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 16 43 59 
Row % 27.1 72.9 
Northeast Column % 16.8 32.3 25.9 
Total % 7.0 18.9 
Number 30 36 66 
Row % 45.5 54.5 
Nor thcentr al Column % 31.6 27.1 28.9 
Total % 13.2 15.8 
Number 37 34 71 
Southeast- Row % 52.1 47.9 
Southcentral Column % 38.9 25.6 31.1 
Total % 16.2 14.9 
Number 12 20 32 
Row % 37.5 62.5 
Western Column % 12.6 15.0 14.0 
Total % 5.3 8.8 
Column N 95 133 228 
Column % 41.7 58.3 100.0 
Chi square = 8.943 Degrees of freedom = 3 
Probability of chance = 0.030 Yule's Q 
Contingency coeff. = .194 
Table 90 
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gh_i Square Analysis on Research and Plannine 
Score by Admissions Selectivity 
Activities 
Admissions Selectivity - (Y Axis) 
---- BY - - - - 
Research and Planning Activities - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored ■-- 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 3 35 38 
Highly Row % 7.9 92.1 
Competitive Column % 3.2 26.9 17.0 
Total % 1.3 15.6 
Number 44 70 114 
Row % 38.6 61.4 
Competitive Column % 46.8 53.8 50.9 
Total % 19.6 31.3 
Number 47 25 72 
Less Row % 65.3 34.7 
Competitive Column % 50.0 19.2 32.1 
Total % 21.0 11.2 
Column N 94 130 224 
Column % 42.0 58.0 100.0 
Chi square = 34.71 Degrees of freedom = 2 
Probability of chance = 0.000 Gamma = -.648 
Contingency coeff. = .366 
Table 91 
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ghi Square Analysis on Research and Plsnn-i 
bcore by Type of Institution" " Activities 
Type of College - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY - 
Research and Planning Activities - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 60 56 116 
Row % 51.7 48.3 
Public Column % 63.2 42.1 50.9 
Total % 26.3 24.6 
Number 35 77 112 
Row % 31.3 68.8 
Independent Column % 36.8 57.9 49.1 
Total % 15.4 33.8 
Column N 95 133 228 
Column % 41.7 58.3 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 9.003 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.003 Yule's Q = .404 
Contingency coeff. = .195 
Table 92 
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Chi Square Analysis 
Selectivity 
on Total Activities Score by Admissions 
Admissions Selectivity 
--- - BY-- 
Total Activities Score - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 10 28 38 
Highly Row % 26.3 73.7 
Competitive Column % 9.2 24.3 17.0 
Total % 4.5 12.5 
Number 52 62 114 
Row % 45.6 54.4 
Competitive Column % 47.7 53.9 50.9 
Total % 23.2 27.7 
Number 47 25 72 
Less Row % 65.3 34.7 
Competitive Column % 43.1 21.7 32.1 
Total % 21.0 11.2 
Column N 109 115 224 
Column % 48.7 51.3 100.0 
Chi square = 15.976 Degrees of freedom = 2 
Probability of chance = 0.000 Gamma = -.448 
Contingency coeff. = .258 
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Table 93 
iri^:r;eiAnalysls on Totai Artivities sc°-** Trr° - 
Type of College - (Y Axis) 
- - - - BY - 
Total Activities Score - (X Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 67 49 116 
Row % 57.8 42.2 
Public Column % 60.4 41.9 50.9 
Total % 29.4 21.5 
Number 44 68 112 
Row % 39.3 60.7 
Independent Column % 39.6 58.1 49.1 
Total % 19.3 29.8 
Column N 111 117 228 
Column % 48.7 51.3 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 7.062 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.008 Yule's Q = .358 
Contingency coeff. = .173 
Table 94 
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Chi Square Analysis 
Admissions Selectiv 
on Recruiting Opinion ScorP 
Hi - hi 
Admissions Selectivity - (Y Axis) 
---- BY - 
Recruiting Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 4 34 38 
Highly Row % 10.5 89.5 
•J U 
Competitive Column % 6.8 20.6 17 0 
Total % 1.8 15.2 
Number 33 81 114 
Row % 28.9 71.1 
Competitive Column % 55.9 49.1 50.9 
Total % 14.7 36.2 
Number 22 50 72 
Less Row % 30.6 69.4 
Competitive Column % 37.3 30.3 32.1 
Total % 9.8 22.3 
Column N 59 165 224 
Column % 26.3 73.7 100.0 
Chi square 
Probability of chance 
Contingency coeff. 
5.957 Degrees of freedom = 2 
0.051 Gamma = -.254 
. 161 
Table 95 
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Chi Square Analysis 
Selectivity 
Qjl Research Opinion Score by Admission. 
Admissions Selectivity - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY - 
Research Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 12 26 38 
Highly Row % 31.6 68.4 
Competitive Column % 12.0 21.0 17.0 
Total % 5.4 11.6 
Number 45 69 114 
Row % 39.5 60.5 
Competitive Column % 45.0 55.6 50.9 
Total % 20.1 30.8 
Number 43 29 72 
Less Row % 59.7 40.3 
Competitive Column % 43.0 23.4 32.1 
Total % 19.2 12.9 
Column N 100 124 224 
Column % 44.6 55.4 100.0 
Chi square = 10.482 Degrees of freedom = 2 
Probability of chance = 0.005 Gamma = -.359 
Contingency coeff. = .211 
Table 96 
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Chi Square Analysis 
Institution 
■2-0 Concern Opinion Score by Type of 
Type of College - (Y Axis) 
-- - BY-- 
Concern Opinion - (X Axis) 
ScoredScored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
--—----Median_Median_Totals 
Number 34 
Row % 29.3 
Public Column % 64.2 
Total %14.9 
Number 19 93 
Row % 17.0 83.0 
Independent Column % 35.8 53.1 
Total %8^3_40.8 
Column N 53 175 228 
Column % 23.2 76.8 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 4.201 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.040 Yule’s Q = .340 
Contingency coeff. = .135 
112 
49.1 
82 H6 
70.7 
46.9 50.9 
Table 97 
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Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score by 1984 Total 
unuci KiduuaLt; unroximent 
1984 Total Enrollment - (Y 
---- BY - 
Concern Opinion Score - (X 
Axis) 
Axis) 
Scored Scored 
below at or 
the above the Row 
Median Median Totals 
Number 7 53 60 
Less than Row % 11.7 88.3 
1000 Column % 13.2 30.3 26.3 
Total % 3.1 23.2 
Number 6 33 39 
Row % 15.4 84.6 
1000-1999 Column % 11.3 18.9 17.1 
Total % 2.6 14.5 
Number 12 18 30 
Row % 40.0 60.0 
2000-2999 Column % 22.6 10.3 13.2 
Total % 5.3 7.9 
Number 5 24 29 
Row % 17.2 82.8 
3000-4999 Column % 9.4 13.7 12.7 
Total % 2.2 10.5 
Number 9 24 33 
Row % 27.3 72.7 
5000-9999 Column % 17.0 13.7 14.5 
Total % 3.9 10.5 
Number 14 23 37 
10000 Row % 37.8 62.2 
or more Column % 26.4 13.1 16.2 
Total % 6.1 10.1 
Column N 53 175 228 
Column % 23.2 76.8 100.0 
Chi square = 15.881 Degrees of freedom = 5 
Probability of chance = 0.007 Gamma = - . 3 
Contingency coeff. = .255 
Table 98 
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Chi Square Analysis on Concern Opinion Score hY r.hanpo 
in. Full-time Undergraduate Enrollment Between Fall iSwn 
and Fall 1984 -—— 
Gain or Lost More than Median Enrollment - (Y Axis) 
Concern Opinion - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 13 101 114 
Lost more Row % 11.4 88.6 
than median Column % 24.5 57.7 50.0 
Total % 5.7 44.3 
Number 40 74 114 
Gained more Row % 35.1 64.9 
than median Column % 75.5 42.3 50.0 
Total % 17.5 32.5 
Column N 53 175 228 
Column % 23.2 76.8 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 16.618 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Yule's Q = -.615 Probability of chance = 0.000 
Contingency coeff. = .261 
Table 99 
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£hi Square Analysis on Grand Total Score by Tyne of 
Institution 1-^ UI 
Type of College - (Y Axis) 
--- - BY - - - - 
Grand Total Score - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 
Row % 
63 
54.3 
53 
45.7 
116 
Public Column % 
Total % 
59.4 
27.6 
43.4 
23.2 
50.9 
Number 
Row % 
43 
38.4 
69 
61.6 
112 
Independent Column % 
Total % 
40.6 
18.9 
56.6 
30.3 
49.1 
Column N 106 122 228 
Column % 46.5 53.5 100.0 
Corrected Chi square = 5.181 Degrees of freedom = 1 
Probability of chance = 0.023 Yule’s Q = .312 
Contingency coeff. = .149 
Table 100 
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£hi Square_Ana1ysis on Grand Total Score by Admission* 
selectivity " - 
Admissions Selectivity - (Y Axis) 
--- BY-- 
Grand Total Score - (X Axis) 
Scored 
below 
the 
Median 
Scored 
at or 
above the 
Median 
Row 
Totals 
Number 12 26 38 
Highly Row % 31.6 68.4 
Competitive Column % 11.4 21.8 17.0 
Total % 5.4 11.6 
Number 49 65 114 
Row % 43.0 57.0 
Competitive Column % 46.7 54.6 50.9 
Total % 21.9 29.0 
Number 44 28 72 
Less Row % 61.1 38.9 
Competitive Column %e 41.9 23.5 32.1 
Total % 19.6 12.5 
Column N 105 119 224 
Column % 46.9 53.1 100.0 
Chi square = 10.124 Degrees of freedom = 2 
Probability of chance = 0.006 Gamma = -. 
Contingency coef f . = .208 
APPENDIX K 
RESPONSES TO THE SELECTED 
ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
The following are the responses to questionnaire items 
. *nd 12, the two items which were used to create the eleven 
Please provide your first response to each statement 
y circling one of the five possible choices: Strongly 
Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Undecided (UN), Agree 
(A), or Strongly Agree (SA). The term "college 
community" which is used below refers collectively 
to the faculty and administration at your institution. 
A. Most of our college community is aware of the 
projected national decline in the number of 18 
- 22 year olds. 
SD = 2; D = 20; UN = 3; A = 118; SA = 85 
B. Most of our college community believe that the 
national enrollment decline will affect this 
institution negatively. 
SD =12; D = 87; UN =48; A = 62; SA = 19 
C. Most of our college community is aware of the 
college's financial situation. 
SD = 6; D = 40; UN = 18; A = 122; SA = 42 
D. Most of our college community is concerned about 
maintaining the enrollment. 
SD = 4; D = 21; UN = 0; A = 123; SA = 72 
E. This college is not devoting enough attention 
to enrollment management issues. 
SD =33; D = 69; UN =19; A = 78; SA = 28 
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F. We will not be able to maintain the academic 
quality of our entering student body during the 
next ten years. 
SD =3; D = 15; UN = 42; A = 122; SA = 46 
G. I am satisfied with the extent to which our 
college community is involved in recruiting 
students. 
SD =20; D = 104; UN = 0; A = 75; SA = 8 
H. This institution is conducting appropriate 
research on enrollment management issues. 
SD =20; D = 79; UN = 0; A = 83; SA = 19 
I. This institution has made a serious attempt to 
reduce our attrition rate. 
SD =18; D = 72; UN = 0; A = 89; SA = 23 
J. This college has a good academic advising system. 
SD =13; D = 67; UN =0; A = 85; SA = 21 
K. We have reliable and adequate data on why students 
voluntarily withdraw. 
SD =35; D = 95; UN = 0; A = 68; SA = 5 
L. There has been a serious attempt to coordinate 
the enrollment management activities at this 
institution . 
SD =13; D = 85; UN = 0; A = 86; SA = 18 
M. This institution considers the recruitment of 
students to be a total college endeavor rather 
than the responsibility of the Admissions Office. 
SD = 19; D = 75; UN = 0; A = 66; SA = 33 
238 
N. Our college president is very concerned about 
our possible enrollments during the next decade. 
SD = 4; D = 17; UN = 0; A = 100; SA = 93 
O. The institution’s intra-office coordination to 
address enrollment management issues is adequate. 
SD =18; D = 88; UN = 0; A = 83; SA = 7 
P. We know from our research where our non¬ 
matriculating applicants enroll. 
SD =19; D = 61; UN = 0; A = 94; SA = 36 
Q. We have a good understanding from our research 
why our students selected this institution. 
SD = 6; D = 34; UN = 0; A = 135; SA = 33 
R. This institution provides students with personal 
attention. 
SD = 1; D = 9; UN = 22; A = 110; SA = 86 
Please respond to the following items by checking 
No or Yes. 
A. 
No 
62 
Yes 
164 This institution has prepared a long 
range plan (5 or more years). 
B. 69 158 The institution has instituted within 
the last year (or will institute this 
year) new program(s) designed to 
increase student retention. 
C. 152 75 We have hired consultants to assist 
in our efforts to recruit students. 
D. 139 74 This institution has a contingency 
retrenchment plan. 
E. 81 146 The institution employs an individual(s) 
who is responsible for institutional 
research. 
No YES 
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F. 120 102 
G. 74 151 
H. 156 66 
I. 114 110 
J. 73 154 
K. 148 66 
L. 103 119 
M. 75 148 
N. 22 202 
0. 175 47 
P. 146 76 
Q. 160 64 
R. 85 141 
S. 135 91 
Enrollment management issues have a 
high priority for institutional 
research. 
The institution has an exit interview 
process for students who withdraw. 
The institution contacts students by 
mail or telephone when they withdraw 
without going through an exit interview. 
As part of the college’s attrition- 
retention efforts, students who do 
not enroll the following semester are 
contacted. 
We have utilized demographic data to 
formulate enrollment forecasts for 
at least the next three years. 
We routinely perform cohort survival 
tracking on all of our primary student 
se gments . 
We have special programs for students 
who have not declared a major. 
We have a formal, written plan 
documenting our recruitment program. 
We annually evaluate our recruitment 
program. 
We have a formal, written plan 
documenting our retention program. 
We annually evaluate our retention 
program. 
The person who is responsible for 
recruitment (vice president, dean, 
provost, etc.) is also responsible 
for retention. 
We have conducted within the last two 
years research on enrolled students’ 
attitudes toward the institution. 
We have conducted within the last two 
years research on withdrawn students 
attitudes toward the institution. 
NO YES 
240 
T. 106 120 We have conducted within the last two 
years research on non-matriculatino 
accepted applicants' attitudes toward 
the institution. 
U. 23 203 We have a systematic plan to maintain 
contact with prospective students 
(newsletter, series of letters, etc.). 
V. 81 147 We have a summer orientation period(s). 
W. 26 200 We have a fall orientation program. 
X. 45 182 We use the College Entrance Examination 
Board's Student Search Service or the 
American College Testing Program's 
Educational Opportunity Service. 
Y. 108 117 We have recently studied the 
effectiveness of our financial aid 
packages. 
Z. 115 106 We have conducted research on how our 
financial aid packages compare with 
those of our competition. 
>
 
>
 
•
 93 132 We assess the "external environment" 
to identify changes which will effect 
our enrollment (i.e. demand for majors, 
etc . ) . 
BB. 13 212 We have identified our primary student 
market segments according to 
geographical areas. 
CC. 100 122 We have identified our primary student 
market segments according to 
sociodemographical characteristics. 
DD. 160 65 We have one person who is responsible 
for coordinating all retention efforts. 
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